D 

REF 

711 .552 

3a52 
L989/90 


SAN  FRANCISCO 
OFFICE  DEVELOPMENT  LIMITATION  PROGRAM 


^  1989-1990  APPROVAL  PERIOD 
^     SECOND  REVIEW  PERIOD 

Section  321  Evalaation  Report 
Section  101  Priority  Policy  Findings 
Section  309  Downtown  Plan  Review  Case  Report 
Section  303  Conditional  Use  Case  Report 


iEtNTS  DEPT. 

AUG "  I'-iQn 


Department  of  City  Planning 
San  Francisco 
March  27, 1990 


SAN  FRANCISCO  PUBLIC  LIBRARY 


3   1223  03668  8670 


D  REF  711 .552  Sa52 
1989/90 


San  Francisco  office 
development  limitation 


3  1223  03668  8670 


TABLE  OF  CONTENTS 


PARTI 
Section  321  Report 

I.  Introduction 

n.     Amount  of  Space  Available  for  Allocation  in  this  Approval  Period 

ni.    Project  Descriptions 

rv.    The  Criteria  Used  in  the  Evaluation 

V.  Summary  of  Evaluation  and  Department's  Conclusions 

VI.  Evaluation  of  the  Buildings 

Criterion  A  -      Apportionment  of  the  Office  Space  over  the 
Allocation  Period 

Criterion  B  -      The  Contribution  of  the  Office  Development  to 
and  its  Effects  on  the  Objectives  and  Policies  of 
the  Master  Plan 

Criterion  C  -      The  Quality  of  the  Design  of  the  Proposed  Office 
Development 

Criterion  D  -      The  Suitability  of  the  Office  Development  for  its 
Location,  and  Any  Effects  of  the  Proposed  Office 
Development  Specific  to  that  Location 

Criterion  E  -      The  Anticipated  Uses  of  the  Proposed  Office 

Development  in  Light  of  Employment  Opportunities 
to  be  Provided,  Needs  of  Existing  Businesses 
and  the  Available  Supply  of  Space  Suitable  for 
Such  Anticipated  Uses 

Criterion  F  -      The  Extent  to  Which  the  Proposed  Development  will 
Be  Owned  or  Occupied  by  a  Single  Entity 

Criterion  G  -      The  Use,  if  Any,  of  TDR  by  the  Project  Sponsor 

PART  II 

Section  101  (Proposition  M  Priority  Policy)  Findings 
545  Sansome  Street 
299  Second  Street 


Page 


Ll 

LI 

L2 

1.4 

1.5 

LIO 

LIO 

LIO 

L13 
L18 

1.26 


1.31 
1.32 

n.i 
n.i 
n.3 


299  Second  Street 


299  Second  Street 


PART  m 
Section  309  Report 

PART  IV 
Conditional  Use  Report 


in.4 


APPENDICES 

Appendix  A  -  Master  Plan  Matrix 

Appendix  B  -  Architectural  Review  Panel's  Comments 

Appendix  C  -  Project  Economic  Submittal 


IV.  1 

A.  l 

B.  l 
CI 


Digitized  by  the  Internet  Archive 
in  2014 


https://archive.org/details/sanfranciscooffi2719sanf 


PART  I 
Section  321  Evaluation  Report 
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OFFICE  DEVELOPMENT  LIMITATION  PROGRAM 
FOR  LARGE  BUILDINGS 
1989-1990  APPROVAL  PERIOD 
SECOND  REVIEW  PERIOD 


I.  INTRODUCTION 

This  report  is  required  by  the  City  Planning  Code  (Sections  320-325).  It  covers  two 
buildings  larger  than  49,999  square  feet,  one  located  within  the  downtown  C-3-0  district,  the 
other  located  within  the  downtown  C-3-0  (SD)  district.  The  report  describes  the  evaluation 
process  used  to  review  the  projects  under  the  requirements  of  the  Office  Development 
Limitation  Program  (ODLP)  and  presents  the  staff  findings  for  City  Planning  Commission 
consideration.  It  also  includes  the  staff  review  of  the  projects'  consistency  with  Section  101 
policies  (Proposition  M  priority  policies),  the  Section  309  Case  Reports  for  review  of  downtown 
buildings,  and  the  Section  303  Conditional  Use  Case  Report  for  the  additional  parking  above 
that  considered  accessory. 

On  August  3,  1989  the  City  Planning  Commission,  after  receiving  public  testimony, 
adopted  the  rules  for  implementing  the  ODLP  (See  CPC  Resolution  No.  11724).  The  schedule 
contained  in  these  rules  was  modified  by  Resolution  No.  11793,  approved  by  the  Commission  on 
November  18,  1989,  which  also  established  a  Second  Review  Period  in  this  Approval  Period.  A 
schedule  for  the  Second  Review  Period  was  included  in  Resolution  No.  11793,  which  called  for 
project  application  in  mid-February  and  Commission  action  in  late  April. 

The  rules  require  separate  evaluation  and  Commission  consideration  of  buildings  larger 
than  49,999  sq.  ft.  Since  considerable  space  is  currently  available  and  few  proposals  have  been 
submitted  under  the  Small  Building  Allocation  Program,  it  is  the  Commission's  policy  to  review 
these  buildings  as  applications  are  received. 

In  order  to  complete  the  review  process  and  enable  Commission  action  on  larger  buildings 
by  April  26,  1990,  projects  were  required  to  submit  an  £q>plication  under  Section  322  for  project 
authorization.  Section  309  applications  for  Downtown  Plan  review,  final  designs  and  Section 
303  Conditional  Use  applications  (where  required)  by  February  12,  1990.  Two  projects  (larger 
than  50,000  sq.  ft.)  met  this  deadline:  545  Sansome  Street,  containing  135,775  square  feet  of 
office  space  subject  to  the  Annual  Limit,  and  299  Second  Street,  containing  260,000  square  feet 
of  office  space  subject  to  the  Annual  Limit. 

II.  AMOUNT  OF  SPACE  AVAILABLE  FOR  ALLOCATION  IN  THIS 
APPROVAL  PERIOD 

Section  320  of  the  Planning  Code  defines  the  term  "Approval  Period"  to  mean  the  twelve 
month  period  beginning  on  October  17,  1985  and  each  subsequent  twelve  month  period.  It  also 
provides  that,  to  the  extent  the  total  square  footage  allowed  in  any  Approval  Period  is  not 
allocated,  the  unallocated  amount  shall  be  carried  over  to  the  next  Approvd  Period. 

As  noted  in  the  ODLP  rules  adopted  by  the  Commission,  there  is  503,851  sq.  ft.  of  space 
for  allocation  to  large  buildings  in  this  Approval  Period  (400,000  sq.  ft.  of  space  from  the 
1989-1990  ODLP  and  103,851  carried  over  from  the  1988-1989  ODLP).  In  the  First  Review 
Period  of  the  1989-1990  Approval  Period,  the  Commission  approved  150  Califomia  Street, 
containing  195,503  sq.  ft.  of  office  space  subject  to  the  Annual  Limit.  Thus,  the  Commission 
has  308,348  sq.  ft.  of  space  to  allocate  in  the  Second  Review  Period.  Any  part  of  this  amount 
not  allocated  in  this  Approval  Period  is  to  be  carried  forward  to  the  next  Approval  Period. 
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m.  PROJECT  DESCRIPTIONS 


The  projects  are  briefly  described  below: 
545  Sansome 

Transamerica  Realty  Services  is  the  project  sponsor.  The  project  site,  approximately 
22,733  sq.  ft.  in  size,  is  located  on  the  northeast  comer  of  of  the  block  bounded  by  Montgomery 
Clay,  Sansome  and  Washington  Streets,  on  the  same  block  as  the  Transamerica  Pyramid  and  the 
Transamerica  n  building  at  Sansome  and  Clay  Streets.  The  site  is  located  on  Assessor's  Block 
207,  Lots  33,  35  and  36.  It  is  in  the  C-3-0  (Downtown  Office)  District  and  within  a  200-S 
Height  and  Bulk  District. 

The  project  consists  of  a  120  foot  tall,  10  story  building  with  mechanical  integrated  on  a 
floor-by-floor  basis.  The  building  contains  135,775  gsf  of  office  space,  9,160  gsf  of  retail  space 
and  12,280  sq.  ft.  of  parking.  The  project  re-designs  and  expands  the  existing  Redwood  Park, 
and  provides  an  integrated  service  and  loading  facility  for  the  entire  Transamerica  block 
serviced  by  a  single  vehicular  entry  within  the  proposed  building  accessed  from  Sansome  Street. 
The  existing  vehicular  ramps  from  Clay  and  Washington  Streets  would  be  closed  and  the  area 
would  be  added  to  Redwood  Park. 

The  project  replaces  three  existing  buildings  on  the  site  containing  82,525  gsf  of  office 
space.  Although  the  project  adds  only  53,250  gsf  than  currently  on  the  site.  Section  321  does  not 
give  credit  for  existing  office  space  being  replaced.  Thus,  the  project  requires  Project 
Authorization  for  the  135,775  gsf  of  office  space.  The  project  sponsor  is  seeking  an  exception  to 
the  Ground  Level  Wind  Standards  of  Section  148  under  Section  309.  The  principal  parlang  use 
requires  Conditional  Use  Authorization. 


299  Second 

The  project  sponsor  is  The  Ron  Kaufman  Companies.  The  project  site,  approximately 
30,875  sq.  ft.  in  size,  is  located  on  the  east  side  of  Second  Street  between  Clementina  and 
Folsom  Streets.  The  site  is  located  on  Assessor's  Block  3736,  Lots  27,  29  and  35.  It  is  in  the 
C-3-0(SD)  (Downtown  Office,  Special  Development)  District  and  within  a  200-S  Height  and 
Bulk  District. 

The  project  consists  of  a  200  foot  tall,  16  story  building  plus  a  mechanical  penthouse  floor 
and  a  sculpted  rooftop  enclosing  the  mechanical  space  totaling  39  feet  in  height,  as  permitted  by 
Planning  Code  Section  260(b)  1(F).  The  building  contains  260,000  gsf  of  office  space,  18,105 
gsf  of  retail  space  and  a  total  of  46,200  sq.  ft.  of  parking  (18,200  sq.  ft.  of  accessory  parking, 
28,000  sq.  ft.  of  principal  parking). 

The  project  requires  Project  Authorization  for  the  260.000  gsf  of  office  space.  The  project 
sponsor  is  seeking  exceptions  to  the  Bulk  Limits  of  Section  270  and  to  tlie  Giound  Level  Wind 
Standards  of  Section  148  under  Section  309.  The  principal  parking  use  is  intended  to  replace  the 
existing  parking  on  the  site.  It  requires  Conditional  Use  Authorization. 
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The  building  descriptions  are  presented  in  chart  form  below  for  convenience: 

BUILDING  SUMMARY 


PHYSICAL  CHARACTEiaSTICS 

Height 
Stories 
FAR 

GROSS  SQUARE  FEET 

Office 

Applicable  to  Cap 

Retail 

Open  Space 
Required 
Provided 


Mechanical 

Parking 

Sq.  Ft. 

Total 

EXCEPTIONS  REQUESTED 


545 

SANSOME 


120' 

10 

6:1 


135,775 
9,160 


2,899 

10,343  added  to 
existing  park 


7,500 


10,150 

(Principal) 

12,280 


Wind 


299 

SECOND 


239' 

16  plus  mechanical 
9.33:1 


260,000 
18,105 

6,122 
7,730 


18,200  (Accessory) 
(Principal) 

46,200 


Bulk 
Wind 


CONDITIONAL  USE  REQUESTED 

Principal  Parking  Principal  Parking 
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IV.  THE  CRITERIA  USED  IN  THE  EVALUATION 


Under  Section  321(b)  of  the  City  Planning  Code  the  Commission  may  approve  within  the 
annual  limitation  program  only  those  projects  the  Commission  determines  "in  particular  promote 
the  public  welfare,  convenience  and  necessity".  In  making  these  determinations,  the 
Commission  is  to  consider: 

"(A)  iqjportionment  of  office  space  over  the  course  of  the  Approval  Period  in  order 
to  maintain  a  balance  between  economic  growth,  on  the  one  hand,  and  housing, 
transportation  and  public  services,  on  the  other. 

"(B)  the  contribution  of  the  office  development  to,  and  its  effects  on,  the  objectives 
and  policies  of  the  Master  Plan. 

"(C)  the  quality  of  the  design  of  the  proposed  office  development. 

"(D)  the  suitability  of  the  proposed  office  development  for  its  location,  and  any 
effects  of  the  proposed  office  development  specific  to  that  location. 

"(E)  the  anticipated  uses  of  the  proposed  office  development,  in  light  of 
employment  opportunities  to  be  provided,  needs  of  existing  businesses,  and  the 
available  supply  of  space  suitable  for  such  anticipated  uses. 

"(F)  the  extent  to  which  the  proposed  development  will  be  owned  or  occupied  by  a 
single  entity. 

"(G)  the  use,  if  any,  of  TDR  by  the  project  sponsor." 

Pursuant  to  the  rules  adopted  by  the  Commission  (see  Resolution  No.  11793  Exhibit  A, 
Page  6)  Criterion  A  requires  the  Commission  consider  the  amount  of  space  available  to  allocate 
over  the  Approval  Period,  the  likelihood  that  there  will  be  further  demand  for  such  space  and  the 
amount  of  such  demand  in  considering  the  amount  of  space  to  allocate  in  the  Second  Review 
Period. 

To  assist  in  evaluating  design  quality.  Criterion  C,  two  architectural  consultants  aided  the 
Department  in  the  review.  The  consultants  met  as  part  of  the  Department's  informal  project 
review  process  in  December  of  1989.  At  these  meetings,  the  Department  and  the  consultants 
reviewed  the  designs,  offering  comments  for  improving  the  projects.  The  panel  was  asked  to 
consider  two  aspects  of  design: 

1.  the  intrinsic  architectural  merit  of  the  building  and  the  open  space,  given  its 
building  type  and  location; 

2.  the  architectural  quality  of  the  solutions  taking  into  account  site  constraints, 
permitted  building  envelope  and  various  other  Code  provisions. 

Project  sponsor/architect  revised  and/or  refined  the  design  in  response  to  the  strictly 
advisory  comments  made  by  the  consultants  and  the  Department.  Each  design  consultant  to  the 
Department  prepared  a  brief  statement  regarding  the  assessment  of  the  architectural  strengths 
and  weaknesses  of  the  project.  These  statements  are  included  in  Appendix  B  of  this  report. 

Using  the  consultant's  comments  and  its  own  analysis,  the  staff  rated  the  building  as 
explained  in  Section  VI,  Criterion  C. 
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In  Section  VI  of  this  report  the  procedure  for  rating  of  the  project  against  each  of  the  seven 
criteria  and  their  components  is  described  in  detail. 

The  criteria  are  not  given  any  particular  predetermined  weight.  Each  commissioner  is  free 
to  attach  his  or  her  own  importance  to  them.  The  staff  analysis  and  conclusions  and  the 
comments  of  the  architectural  review  panel  contained  in  this  docimient  are  intended  to  provide 
assistance  to  the  Commission  in  making  its  decision. 

V.  SUMMARY  OF  EVALUATION  AND  DEPARTMENT'S 
CONCLUSIONS  AND  RECOMMENDATIONS 

The  Department's  conclusions  are  based  upon  a  comparison  of  the  building  evaluations.  In 
coming  to  these  conclusions,  the  Department  is  required  to  not  only  evaluate  the  buildings  in 
terms  of  the  project  itself,  but  to  review  the  projects  for  their  comparative  merits. 

299  Second  Street 

299  Second  Street  was  previously  submitted  in  the  1985-1986  Annual  Limit  under  a 
different  project  sponsor  and  a  different  design  and  was  disapproved.  As  proposed,  the  project  is 
a  carefully  considered  design,  with  refined  massing,  detailing  and  finishes.  The  open  space  is 
accessible  and  meets  the  open  space  criteria  by  introducing  at  the  building's  entrance  a  unique 
"urban"  plaza.  The  art  concept  is  developed  and  designed  by  the  artist  working  in  conjunction 
with  the  architect. 

The  project  is  located  in  the  area  South  of  Market  Street  specifically  designated  for  new 
development.  WhUe  no  tenant  commitments  have  been  received,  the  application  states: 

The  developer  has  been  negotiating  for  several  months  with  two  firms 
very  important  to  San  Francisco.  One  wlU  use  a  minimum  of  150,000 
square  feet  and  the  other  wiU  use  up  to  150,000  square  feet. 

545  Sansome  Street 

545  Sansome  Street  replaces  three  buildings  containing  82,525  gsf  of  office  space  with  a 
building  containing  135,775  gsf  of  office  space,  thus  adding  only  53,250  gsf  of  office  to  the  site. 
The  Redwood  Park  expansion  and  improvement  would  vastly  improve  this  heavily  used  open 
space,  and  therefore  would  be  of  considerable  benefit  to  the  City. 

The  building  design,  while  potentially  a  high  quality  design,  is  not  fully  refined  at  this 
time.  The  detailing  and  scale-giving  elements  of  the  proposed  building,  such  as  window 
proportions,  are  not  entirely  sympathetic  to  the  existing  streetscape  to  the  north.  The  art  concept 
is  at  such  a  preliminary  stage  that  the  Department  is  unable  to  evaluate  it. 

The  project  sponsor  states: 

Several  Transamerica  affiliates  occupy  leased  space  in  Saii  Francisco 
away  from  the  Transamerica  headquarters  block.  Construction  of 
Transamerica  HI  will  offer  those  affiliates  the  opportunity  to  occupy 
company-owned  space  and  will  allow  Transamerica  to  plan  for  its 
future  space  needs  in  owned  property. 
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As  of  February  12th,  the  deadline  for  submission,  the  building  caused  a  shadow  on 
Maritime  Plaza,  an  open  space  protected  under  Section  295  of  the  Planning  Code.  This  shadow 
has  since  been  reduced  through  redesign  and  height  reduction  to  such  a  minor  amount  and 
duration  that  the  Department  considers  it  to  be  insubstantial.  However,  to  permit  even  an 
insubstantial  shadow  would  require  a  modification  in  the  Section  295  implementation  guidelines 
adopted  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  and  the  Park  and  Recreation  Commission.  During  the 
adoption  hearings,  a  sentiment  was  expressed  to  review  the  guidelines  after  a  period  of  time 
when  some  experience  had  been  gained  in  applying  them.  The  Department  recommends  that  in 
the  near  future  the  Commissions  jointly  assess  the  guidelines.  Until  the  Commissions'  review 
and  consideration  of  guideline  changes,  545  Sansome  Street  cannot  be  approved. 

The  February  12th  submittal  also  showed  wind  speeds  that,  while  not  at  hazard  levels, 
posed  problems.  The  March  12th  submittal  did  not  eliminate  these  problems.  The  initial  and 
subsequent  designs  increase  rather  strong  winds  already  existing  in  the  area,  and  no  information 
is  presented  demonstrating  that  altemative  designs  expressly  created  to  reduce  wind  have  been 
tested. 

In  summary,  the  545  Sansome  Street  project  still  retains  areas  of  concern  to  the 
Department.  The  Negative  Declaration  revealed  both  wind  and  shadow  issues  with  the  project. 
The  modifications  attempting  to  resolve  the  shadow  issues  were  not  received  by  the  Department 
until  March  12th.  The  Section  309  Request  for  Exception  to  the  Wind  Standards  was  not 
submitted  until  March  14th. 

These  matters  collectively  separate  the  proposal  from  299  Second  Street,  a  project  judged 
by  the  Department  to  be  at  a  higher  level  of  refinement.  More  time  to  resolve  issues  of  design, 
wind  and  art  would  be  beneficial  to  the  545  Sansome  Street  project.  In  the  case  of  the  shadows, 
time  to  consider  modification  of  the  Section  295  guidelines  is  essential. 

The  Department  recommends  that  299  Second  Street  be  approved  and  that  48,348  sq.  ft.  be 
carried  over  to  the  next  Review  Period,  and  that  the  545  Sansome  Street  project  sponsor  be 
requested  to  carry  over  that  project  to  the  next  Review  Period.  If  the  project  sponsor  does  not 
desire  to  withdraw  545  Sansome  Street,  it  should  be  denied. 

Summary  of  Evaluation 

The  evaluation  of  the  buildings  are  summarized  below: 


1.6 


SUMMARY  OF  RATINGS 


545 
SANSOME 


299 
SECX>ND 


B.  FURTHERANCE  OF  MASTER  PLAN 

OBJECTIVES  AND  POUCDES  Fair/Good 


Excellent 


C.  DESIGN  QUALITY 


1.  Building 

2.  Open  space 

3.  Alt  Concept 


Fair/Good 
Excellent 
Concept  too 

Preliminary 
to  Rate 


Excellent 
Excellent 
Excellent 


D.  LOCATION 

1.  SUTTABIUTY  OF  PROJECT 
FOR  TTS  LOCATION 


a.  Use  Excellent 

b.  Transit  Accessibility  Good 

c.  Open  Space  Accessibility  Excellent 

d.  Urban  Design  Fair/Good 

e.  Seismic  Safe^  Poor 

2.  NEGATIVE  EFFECTS  OF  PROJECT 
SPECIFIC  TO  TTS  LOCATION 

a.  View  Obstruction  None 

b.  Creation  of  Shadow  Minor 

c.  Creation  of  Wind  Moderate 

d.  Housing  Displacemmt  None 

e.  Small  Business  Minor 

Di^lacaneant 

f.  Loss  of  Ardiitectaral/  Minor 

Historical  Resources 

g.  Conflicts  widi  Transit,  None 

Traffic  or  Pedestrian 
Movements 

h.  Impediment  to  Freigbt  Minor 

Loading 


Excellent 

Good 

Fair 
Excellent 

Fair 


Minor 

Minor 

Minor 

None 

Minor 

Minor 

None 


None 
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545 
SANSOME 


299 
SECOND 


E.  ANTICIPATED  USES  IN  UGHT  OF: 


1.  EMPLOYMENT  OPPCH^TUNITIES 

a.  Intensity  of  En^loyment 

b.  Oatmigiation  of  Specific 

Existing  Jobs 

c.  Role  as  a  Business 

Center. 

d.  En^loyment  B^e 

Expansicni 

e.  Enq>loyment  Base 

DivCTsily 

f.  SF  Resident  Enjoyment 


2.  NEEDS  OF  EXISTING 

BUSINESSES 

a.  Substantial  Pce-Leasing 

b.  Existing  Business 

Intercst 

3.  AVAILABLE  SUPPLY  OF 

SPACE  SUITABLE  FOR 
ANTICIPATED  USES 


Good 
Good 

Good 

Good/Fair-Poor 

Fair-Poor 

Fair-Poor 


No 
Yes 


Good 
Good 

Good 

Good 
Fair-Poor 
Fair-Poor 


No 
Yes 


a.  Little  Existing  Space 

Suitable  for  Uses 
Because: 

Space  in  Gamal  No  No 

in  Shoit  Supply 

b.  Little  Existing  Space 

Suitable  for  Uses 
Because: 

Specialized  Type  of  No  No 

Space  Needed 

c.  Little  Existing  Space 

Suitable  fcH*  Uses 
Because: 

Space  Needed  in  Yes  No 

Specific  Locale 
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545 
SANSOME 


299 
SECOND 


R  OCCUPANCY  BY  A  SINGLE 
ENTITY  RESULTING  FROM: 

1.  EXPANSION  OF  SPACE  No  No 

2.  CONSOLIDATION  OF  SPACE  No  No 

3.  FIRM  RELOCATION/NEW  No  No 

ENTRYTOCTTY 
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VI.  EVALUATION  OF  THE  BUILDINGS 


A.  APPORTIONMENT  OF  OFFICE  SPACE  OVER  THE  COURSE 
OF  THE  APPROVAL  PERIOD  IN  ORDER  TO  MAINTAIN  A 
BALANCE  BETWEEN  ECONOMIC  GROWTH,  ON  THE  ONE 
HAND,  AND  HOUSING,  TRANSPORTATION  AND  PUBLIC 
SERVICES,  ON  THE  OTHER. 

Criterion  A  relates  to  the  allocation  of  space  over  the  Approval  Period.  Given  the 
shortening  of  the  approval  period  from  three  years  to  one  year  and  the  proposal  that  only  two 
reviews  will  be  held  during  this  Approval  Period,  Criterion  A  will  not  affect  this  Approval 
Period.  The  amount  of  time  between  the  First  and  Second  Review  Periods  is  not  enough  to 
affect  the  time  period  in  which  office  space  will  become  available  for  occupancy.  Far  more 
important  factors  in  determining  building  completion  would  be  construction  commencement  and 
total  construction  time.  The  date  of  approval  will  have  only  a  minimal  impact  on  housing, 
transportation  and  public  services. 


B.  THE  CONTRIBUTION  OF  THE  OFFICE  DEVELOPMENT  TO, 
AND  ITS  EFFECTS  ON,  THE  OBJECTIVES  AND  POLICIES  OF 
THE  MASTER  PLAN. 

In  assessing  project  proposal  the  City  Planning  Commission  is  required  to  consider  the 
contribution  of  the  office  development  to,  and  its  effects  on,  the  objectives  and  policies  of  the 
Master  Plan. 

The  projects  were  reviewed  for  their  relation  to  the  objectives  and  policies  of  the  Master 
Plan.  The  projects  were  evaluated  against  each  policy  to  determine  whether  the  project 
contributed  positively  to  the  policy,  or  had  a  negative  effect  on  the  policy.  The  project  was 
given  a  zero  rating  if  it  was  neutral  to  a  policy  or  merely  met  the  code  requirement.  (See 
Appendix  A  for  the  table  which  lists  the  objectives,  policies  and  corresponding  ratings).  Taking 
into  account  the  policy  ratings,  the  building  was  then  rated  by  objective  on  a  scale  of  Excellent, 
Good,  Fair,  and  Poor.  Finally,  the  rating  of  individual  objectives  were  combined  into  a  single 
composite  evaluation  based  on  the  following  scale: 

Excellent:         The  project  will  make  an  outstanding  contribution  advancing  the 
objectives  and  policies  and  has  no  significant  conflicts. 

Good:  The  project  furthers  many  objectives  and  policies  and  has  no  significant 

conflicts  with  an  objective  or  policy. 

Fair:  The  project  does  not  particularly  advance  objectives  and  policies;  on  the 

other  hand  it  does  not  significantly  conflict  with  objectives  and  policies. 

Poor:  The  project  is  counter  to  important  objectives  and  policies  and  the 

conflicts  cannot  be  ameliorated  tluough  changes  in  the  project. 

It  should  be  noted  that  a  niunber  of  the  "effects  on  the  objectives  and  policies  of  the  Master  Plan" 
are  also  subject  to  analysis  under  another  criterion  the  Commission  is  required  to  consider,  namely  "the 
effects  of  the  development  specific  to  its  location"  (see  Criterion  D).  These  effects  are  discussed  in  both 
places. 
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Below  is  a  brief  summary  of  each  projects'  contribution  to  and  its  effects  on  the  objectives  and 
policies  of  the  Master  Plan,  concluding  with  the  staff's  overall  rating  of  the  project.  The  detailed  ratings 
on  each  objective  and  policy  is  contained  in  Appendix  A. 

545  Sansome 

545  Sansome  furthers  some  objectives  and  policies  of  the  Master  Plan  but  has  some  conflicts. 
The  project  provides  prime  downtown  office  space,  and  in  doing  so,  furthers  numerous  Downtown  Plan 
objectives  and  policies  relating  to  space  for  commerce. 

By  using  transfer  of  development  rights  (TDRs),  the  project  complements  a  preservation 
objective  and  associated  policies,  of  the  Downtown  Plan.  However,  the  project  does  not  promote 
policies  calling  for  compatibility  with  older  structures. 

In  terms  of  transportation,  it  furthers  the  policy  of  providing  additional  short-term  parking  in  the 
parking  belt  serving  downtown,  but  conflicts  with  the  policy  to  discourage  the  provision  of  long-term 
parking.  The  project  fiirthers  the  policy  to  consolidate  and  improve  freight  loading  facilities,  by 
reorganizing,  consolidating  and  expandhig  loading  facilities  for  the  three  projects  on  the  block. 
Pedestrian  circulation  is  benefited  by  improving  Redwood  Park  and  the  block's  sidewalks. 

The  open  space  proposed  furthers  the  policies  for  providing  different  kinds  of  open  space, 
regarding  visibility,  policies  regarding  comfort  and  accessibility.  The  open  space  concept  is  particularly 
attractive,  since  over  10,300  square  feet  of  open  space  is  being  added,  while  only  2,900  square  feet  is 
required.  The  project  also  proposes  to  dramatically  redesign  d^e  entire  park.  The  new  open  space,  in 
combination  with  the  existing  Redwood  Park,  is  particularly  attractive,  since  it  is  at  ground  level, 
predominantly  on  private  property,  adds  open  space  in  sunny  areas  and  is  open  to  the  sky. 

545  Sansome  is  marginally  supportive  of  some  objectives  and  policies  relating  to  design  quality 
and  urban  design,  although  it  furthers  other  objectives  and  policies.  (See  p.  1.13,  Design  Quality  of  the 
Building  for  a  evaluation  of  the  design.) 

The  project  has  a  neutral  effect  on  the  Downtown  Plan's  housing  objectives  and  policies,  since  it 
neither  adds  or  causes  demolition  of  housing  units. 

Rating:  Fair/Good 

299  Second 

299  Second  furthers  many  objectives  and  policies  of  the  Master  Plan  but  has  some  conflicts  none 
of  which  are  judged  as  significant.  The  project  provides  back  office  space,  and  in  doing  so,  furthers 
numerous  Downtown  Plan  objectives  and  policies  relating  to  providing  space  for  support  commercial 
activities  and  providing  for  expansion  needs  of  prime  office  tenants.  The  project  furthers  the  objective 
of  encouraging  new  office  space  in  the  less  intensely  developed  areas,  such  as  the  special  designated 
development  district  around  the  Transbay  Terminal. 

By  using  transfer  of  development  rights  (TDRs),  the  project  complements  a  preservation 
objective  and  associated  policies,  of  the  Downtown  Plan.  The  project  furthers  policies  calling  for 
compatibility  with  older  structures. 
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In  terras  of  transportation,  the  project  furthers  the  policy  discouraging  additional  long-term 
parking,  but  conflicts  with  the  policy  to  convert  existing  long-term  parking  to  short-term.  It  furthers  the 
policy  to  provide  additional  short-term  parking  to  serve  the  downtown.  The  project  furthers  the  policy 
to  provide  access  to  parking  and  freight  loading  facilities  from  alleys  rather  than  from  transit  preferential 
and  pedestrian-oriented  streets. 

The  open  space  proposed  furthers  the  policies  for  providing  different  kinds  of  open  space, 
regarding  visibility,  policies  regarding  comfort  and  accessibility.  The  open  space  is  particularly 
attractive,  since  it  is  at  the  ground  level,  predominantly  on  private  property,  sunny  and  open  to  the  sky. 
These  featiu-es  collectively  are  difficult  to  achieve  downtown. 

299  Second  furthers  many  objectives  and  policies  relating  to  design  quality  and  urban  design. 
(See  p.  1.14,  Design  Quality  of  the  Bmlding  for  a  evaluation  of  the  design.) 

The  project  has  a  neutral  effect  on  the  Downtown  Plan's  housing  objectives  and  policies,  since  it 
neither  adds  or  causes  demolition  of  housing  units. 

Rating:  Excellent 
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C.    THE  QUALITY  OF  THE  DESIGN  OF  THE  PROPOSED  OFFICE 
DEVELOPMENT. 


Under  the  office  development  limitation  program  the  Planning  Commission  is  required  to 
consider  the  quality  of  the  design  of  the  proposed  office  development.  Under  the  rules  adopted 
for  the  1989-1990  Approval  Period  of  the  annual  limit,  the  evaluation  of  this  criterion  was  to  be 
segmented  into  three  components:  1)  design  quality  of  the  building;  2)  design  quality  of  the 
open  space;  and,  3)  quality  of  the  art  concept.  The  project  has  been  analyzed  with  respect  to 
these  three  components  and  ratings  assigned  according  to  the  definitions  which  appear  below. 
The  urban  design  aspects  of  the  project  ~  i.e.  how  well  the  building  fits  within  its  environment 
—  is  discussed  under  criterion  D,  "suitability  of  the  development  for  its  location." 


1.  Smmnaiy  Raring  of  the.  Hftsign  Qnality  of  tfac  Bnildhiffs 

The  design  quality  of  the  buildings  were  rated  using  the  analysis  and  comments  of  the 
Architectural  Review  Panel  (see  Appendix  B)  and  on  the  Department's  own  analysis.  The 
following  scale  was  applied: 


below: 


Excellent:  Outstanding  qualities  of  composition  and  detailing.  Few,  if  any, 
negative  qualities.  Building  will  make  an  outstanding  contribution 
to  the  visual  quality  of  the  city. 

Good:  Overall  effect  is  positive  although  there  may  be  some  negative 

qualities.  Building  will  make  a  positive  contribution  to  the  visual 
quality  of  the  city.  Design  responds  well  to  site  constraints. 

Fair:  Possess  neither  notable  design  strengths  or  weakness  or  the  positive 

and  negative  features  tend  to  cancel  each  other  out.  BuUding  will 
neither  add  to  nor  detract  from  the  visual  quality  of  the  city. 

Poor:  Negative  qualities  clearly  dominate  the  overall  effect  such  as: 

awkward  or  graceless  composition,  excessively  bland,  dull 
appearance,  poor  quality  of  detailing  and/or  materials.  Building 
will  degrade  the  visual  quality  of  the  city. 

Building  ratings  and  a  brief  explanation  of  the  qualities  of  each  building  are  summarized 


545  Sansome  Street 


The  building  is  a  ten  story  mid-rise  building  divided  into  three  portions:  base,  shaft  and 
arched  roof  form.  While  the  project  complements  the  forms  of  existing  large  buildings,  its 
design  does  not  sufficiently  relate  to  older  buildings  to  be  preserved  in  Jackson  Square.  The 
scale  and  articulation  of  facade  elements  at  the  base,  have  a  design  character  that  does  not 
reinforce  the  intended  retail  use.  In  its  current  design  the  building  appears  to  have  office  uses  at 
the  ground  level  rather  than  retail.  The  building "s  main  entrance  is  n^i  cleaily  distinguished 
from  the  retail  entrances.  The  level  of  detail  and  architectural  refinement  developed  to  this  point 
suggest  that  the  project  would  benefit  from  further  study. 
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Both  the  second  floor  and  ninth  floor  windows  are  recessed,  creating  shadow  lines,  and 
emphasizing  the  base  and  the  termination  of  the  building.  The  remainder  of  the  windows  are  set 
flush  to  the  building  plane,  imparting  a  sense  of  flatness.  Both  the  window  sills  and  lintels  are 
recessed,  in  an  effort  to  lend  a  more  vertical  appearance  to  the  square  windows.  However,  these 
recesses  wiU  tend  to  disappear  when  viewed  obliquely. 

The  building's  height  creates  an  appropriate  transition  from  the  nearby  highrise  towers  to 
the  lower  buildings  to  the  north.  The  roof  form  is  a  imique  and  positive  element.  The  projecting 
comices  on  the  Washington  Street  and  Mark  Twain  Alley  elevations  successfully  terminate  the 
building. 

The  building  would  not  be  visible  on  the  skyline,  and  therefore,  was  not  judged  as  a 
composition  in  the  city  scape. 

Although  the  building's  composition  and  its  termination  possess  considerable  potential, 
the  building  is  not  sufficiently  refined  at  this  time  to  convey  the  level  of  its  ultimate  design 
quality. 

Rating:  Fair/Good 


299  Second  Street 

The  project  complements  the  forms  of  existing  large  buildings  and  relates  well  to  older 
buildings  in  the  area.  Its  scale  and  detailing  help  to  define  a  compatible  pedestrian  scale. 

The  design  follows  a  traditional  model  of  base,  shaft  and  top.  The  base  maintains  the 
prevailing  streetwall  height  and  establishes  a  comfortable  pedestrian  scale.  The  three  story 
elements  on  Second  Street  simultaneously  enclose  the  plaza  and  maintain  the  streetwall.  The 
plaza  is  well-defined  and  is  successful  both  as  an  open  space  and  an  entry  to  the  building.  The 
three  story  pavilions  also  relate  to  the  scale  and  proportions  of  the  older  buildings  on  Second 
Street  and  on  the  side  alleys  in  this  area. 

The  large  site  area  and  the  moderate  height  limit  combine  to  make  a  relatively  broad 
building  form.  However,  the  design  minimizes  bulk  through  a  variety  of  devices.  The  tower 
mass  steps  back  as  it  rises,  reducing  the  bulk  of  the  building  and  allowing  sunlight  to  reach  the 
street.  The  complex  detailing  breaks  up  the  building  surfaces,  reducing  the  apparent  bulk  of  the 
building.  The  design  emphasizes  vertical  elements  in  its  detailing.  The  minor  bulk  exception  of 
three  feet  creates  a  more  attractive  building  silhouette  and  slimmer  proportions. 

The  peaked  roof  extends  the  tower  form  while  enclosing  the  mechanical  equipment  and 
suitably  terminates  the  building.  The  building's  detailing  creates  an  active  facade  with  deep 
reveals  and  setbacks.  The  resulting  shadow  lines  create  a  sense  of  depth  and  solidity. 

In  terms  of  the  building's  composition  in  the  cityscape,  the  building  relates  well  to  the 
existing  and  proposed  buildings  to  the  north,  while  serving  as  a  transition  to  the  midrise  and 
older  buildings  to  the  south. 

In  summary,  the  building  exhibits  outstanding  qualities  of  composition,  massing  and 
detailing  and  should  add  to  the  visual  quality  of  the  City. 

Rating:  Excellent 
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1  l>yign  Qmfility  nf  tfie  Open  Space 


The  design  quality  of  the  projects'  open  spaces  were  rated  by  the  Department  based  on  an 
analysis  of  their  various  attributes  described  in  the  Section  309  report  in  PART  HI. 

The  design  quality  was  rated  according  to  the  following  scale: 

Excellent:  Accessible,  spatially  exciting,  comfortable  open  space,  providing  a 
variety  of  experiences  and  generously  fulfilling  all  the 
requirements.  Represents  a  most  desirable  addition  to  the  city's 
open  space. 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 


Features  all  the  necessary  elements  but  in  a  less  generous  and 
exciting  manner.  Altogether,  the  space  will  make  a  positive 
contribution  to  the  city's  environment. 

Fails  to  provide  some  of  the  elements  constituting  "useful"  open 
space.  Will  not  particularly  be  an  asset  to  the  city. 

Poorly  conceived  open  space  where  important  elements  have  been 
poorly  designed  or  left  out.  Will  detract  from  the  ambience  of  the 
city. 


A  brief  explanation  of  the  qualities  of  the  open  space  proposal  justifying  its  rating  appear 
below. 


545  Sansome  Street 


The  project  sponsor  proposes  to  expand  significandy  Redwood  Park  to  fulfill  the  open 
space  requirement  and  to  dramatically  redesign  and  re-landscape  the  entire  park.  The  park 
would  be  enlarged  by  demolishing  a  retail  pavilion  attached  to  Transamerica  U,  eliminating 
ramps  to  the  underground  garage,  by  developing  Mark  Twain  Alley  as  an  open  space  and  by 
incorporating  presently  unused  fenced  hard  pavement  areas. 

The  park  is  located  adjacent  to  the  proposed  building,  on  street  level  and  is  accessible 
from  several  points  off  the  public  sidewalk. 

Seating  is  provided  in  sufficient  numbers  in  the  form  of  seating  walls,  benches  and 
movable  chairs.  The  unique  characteristics  of  the  park,  the  redwood  grove  and  the  sheltered 
garden  spaces  are  being  preserved  and  enhanced.  The  redwood  trees  on  the  south  end  of  the 
park  will  be  retained.  Diseased  trees  will  be  replaced  where  necessary.  The  redwood  trees  to 
the  north  will  be  removed  to  allow  increased  sunlight  to  penetrate  to  ground  level.  In  addition, 
70  new  cherry  trees  will  be  planted.  Water  features  in  form  of  streams,  fountains  and  a  fountain 
reminiscent  of  a  mountain  pool  underline  the  park's  role  as  a  retreat.  Two  restaurants  open  onto 
the  park.  Pavement  will  consist  of  light  colored  granite  patterned  paving 

The  park  enjoys  a  moderate  amount  of  sunlight  at  times  ot  heavy  use  and  provides 
comfortably  sheltered  spaces.  The  park  is  available  during  all  daylight  hours. 

In  summary,  the  proposed  redesign  and  expansion  of  the  park  consists  of  a  variety  of 
garden  spaces  with  exciting  water  features,  which  would  significantly  enhance  this  already 
popular  open  space. 

Rating:  Excellent 
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299  Second  Street 


The  open  space  consists  of  an  urban  plaza  defined  by  the  office  building  and  the  two 
three-story  pavilions.  The  garden  is  oriented  towards  Second  Street,  a  designated  pedestrian 
corridor  and  is  located  at  street  level.  It  is  accessible  fi'om  the  sidewalk  through  three  gates. 
Seating  is  provided  in  form  of  movable  chairs  and  ledges  along  the  ornamental  fence,  building 
facade,  planters  and  sculpture  base.  Attractive  pavement  covers  the  plaza  floor  combining  cut 
stone,  seeded  concrete  bands  and  slabs  and  terazzo.  Retail  stores  and  food  outlets  open  onto  the 
open  space.  It  enjoys  favorable  sun  exposure.  The  garden  wiU  be  open  to  the  public  during 
daylight  hours. 

In  summary,  this  component  provides  an  opportunity  for  accessible,  spatially  exciting 
open  space  with  a  variety  of  forms,  pavement  treatments  and  landsc£^  elements.  While  the 
proposal  satisfies  the  basic  Code  criteria,  the  arrangement  of  sitting  areas,  public  art  and  other 
features  require  more  study  as  outlined  in  the  written  submissions  of  both  the  Department's 
design  consultants. 

At  the  suggestion  of  the  architectural  consultants  and  with  the  concurrence  of  the 
Department,  the  plaza  was  made  somewhat  smaller  in  order  to  improve  the  proportions  of  the 
pavilions.  As  a  consequence,  the  open  space  requirement  cannot  be  fiilly  met  on  site.  The 
project  sponsor  is  prepared  to  meet  the  shortfall  off  site  in  a  manner  acceptable  to  the 
Commission  and  other  relevant  agencies. 

Rating:  Excellent 


Under  the  ordinance,  the  artwork's  artistic  quality  is  not  subject  to  public  review  and 
approval.  The  questions  to  be  addressed  are:  1)  is  the  art  located  where  public  benefit  and 
enjoyment  is  maximized;  2)  is  the  placement  appropriate  to  the  scale  and  nature  of  the  artwork 
being  considered;  and,  3)  is  it  likely  that  the  artwork,  assuming  it  has  intrinsic  artistic  value,  will 
work  with  and  enhance  the  architecture  and/or  the  spaces  in  which  it  is  located. 

The  following  ratings  have  been  applied  to  the  proposal.  Where  more  than  one  work  of  art 
is  involved  the  rating  represents  their  overall  value. 


^  Q^iflrty     ^  Aft  Concept 


Excellent: 


Eminently  well-placed  on  the  site  and  successfully  integrated  with 
its  surrounding,  the  art  work  will  be  highly  visible  and  accessible. 
The  piece  in  its  arrangement  makes  an  outstanding  contribution  to 
the  city's  public  spaces. 


Good: 


Works  well  with  its  surroundings,  is  visible  and  accessible.  The 
choice  of  location  is  satisfactory'.  All  in  all.  the  art  piece  is  an  asset 
to  its  surrounding. 


Fair: 


Falls  short  in  certain  aspects  of  placement,  scale  or  integration  with 
the  project;  is  not  as  physically  and  visually  accessible  as  desired. 
Does  not  contribute  to  its  surroundings. 
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Poor:  Substantial  flaws  in  location.   Poor  visibility  and  accessibility. 

Inappropriate  scale.  Has  negative  impact  on  its  surroundings. 

A  brief  description  of  the  art  work  proposed  by  each  project  and  its  rating  follows. 
545  Sansome  Street 

Two  local  artists,  Anna  Murch  and  Doug  Hollis,  have  been  commissioned  to  develop  an 
art  piece(s)  in  connection  with  the  water  features  in  the  park.  The  art  concept  was  insufficiently 
developed  to  rate. 

Rating:  Concept  too  preliminary  to  rate 


299  Second  Street 

Located  in  the  open  space  is  a  bronze  sculpture  by  the  local  artist  Aristides  Demetrios. 
The  piece  will  be  eminently  visible  and  accessible  and  acts  as  an  intermediate  scale  between  the 
building  and  the  personal  scale  of  the  viewer.  The  integration  of  the  sculpture  with  the  space 
and  design  of  the  public  garden  is  highly  successful.  It  will  contribute  in  an  outstanding  way  to 
the  City's  public  places. 

Rating:  Excellent 
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D.  THE  SUITABILITY  OF  THE  PROPOSED  OFFICE 
DEVELOPMENT  FOR  ITS  LOCATION,  AND  ANY  EFFECTS  OF 
THE  PROPOSED  OFFICE  DEVELOPMENT  SPECIFIC  TO 
THAT  LOCATION. 

The  Planning  Commission  is  required  to  consider  the  suitability  of  the  projects  in  relation 
to  their  location.  This  section  of  the  report  contains  the  Department's  analysis  of  this  criterion. 
The  analysis  consists  of  two  parts:  1)  the  suitability  of  the  development  for  its  location  and  2) 
the  effects  of  the  development  specific  to  its  location. 


1.  Sajtahility  of  the  Devdopment  for  its  Location 

For  analytical  purposes  this  portion  of  the  criterion  has  been  broken  down  into  a  number  of 
components  described  below.  Ratings  have  been  assigned  as  indicated  and  as  further 
explained  in  the  text. 


D.  LOCATION 

1.  SUITABILITY  OF  PROJECT 
FOR  ITS  LOCATION 

545  299 
SANSOME  SECOND 


(a)  USE  Excellent  Excellent 

Appropriateness  of  the 
area  for  type  of 
office  development 

(b)  TRANSIT  ACCESSIBILITY  Good  Good 

How  close  is  the  project 
to  local  and  regional 
transit 

(c)  OPEN  SPACE  ACCESSIBILITY      Excellent  Fair 

Will  there  be  nearby 
open  space  to  serve 
the  building  occupants 

(d)  URBAN  DESIGN  Fair/Good  Excellent 

How  weU  does  the  devel- 
opment fit  into  its 
surroundings 

(e)  SEISMIC  SAFETY  Poor  Fair 

How  safe  is  the  area  in 
the  event  of  an  earth- 
quake 
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a)  US& 


In  evaluating  the  appropriateness  of  the  area  for  office  development  the  following  scale  was 
used: 

Excellent:  The  type  of  office  space  proposed  is  particularly  appropriate  and 
desirable  on  the  proposed  site  given  existing  and/or  probable  future 
land  use  patterns  in  the  general  area,  Master  Plan  policies,  and 
Planning  Code  provisions. 

The  type  of  office  space  proposed  is  acceptable  on  the  proposed 
sites,  given  existing  and/or  probable  future  land  use  patterns  in  the 
generd  area,  Master  Plan  policies,  and  Planning  Code  provisions. 

The  type  of  office  space  proposed  is  not  particularly  desirable  on  the 
proposed  sites,  given  existing  and/or  probable  future  land  use 
patterns  in  the  general  area,  Master  Plan  policies,  and  Planning 
Code  provisions. 

The  type  of  office  space  proposed  is  clearly  undesirable  on  the 
proposed  sites,  given  existing  and/or  probable  future  land  use 
patterns  in  the  general  area.  Master  Plan  policies,  and  Planning 
Code  provisions. 

Based  on  the  foregoing  scale  the  project  is  rated  as  follows: 

545  Sansome 

The  project  is  located  on  the  northern  edge  of  the  C-3-0  District,  a  zoning  classification 
designated  for  office  uses.  This  area  is  slightly  less  densely  developed  than  the  heart  of  the 
Financial  District  to  the  south,  and  thus  is  suitable  for  development  at  the  proposed  density. 

Rating:  Excellent 

299  Second 

The  project  is  located  in  the  C-3-0  (SD)  District,  a  zoning  classification  specifically 
designed  for  office  uses  of  this  type.  Development  in  this  area  would  further  the  growth 
redirection  policies  of  the  Master  Plan.  The  large  flooiplates  would  tend  to  attract  back  office 
and  secondary  office  uses. 

Rating:  Excellent 


(b)  Transit  Accessibility 

In  evaluating  transit  accessibility,  the  following  scale  was  used: 

Excellent:        Within  easy  walking  distance  (defined  as  1/4  mi.)  to  regional  transit 
carriers  and  many  Muni  lines.* 

Good:  Within  reasonable  walking  distance  (defined  as  between  1/4  to  1/3 

mi.)  to  regional  transit  carriers  and  major  Muni  routes.* 


Good: 


Fair: 


Poor: 
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Fair: 


Within  maximum  walking  distance  (defined  as  between  1/3  to  1/2 
mi.)  to  regional  transit  carriers  and  major  Muni  routes.* 


Poor: 


Exceeds  maximum  walking  distance  (defined  as  beyond  1/2  mi.)  to 
regional  transit  carriers  and  major  Muni  routes.* 


The  regional  transit  carriers  are  defined  as  A/C  Transit,  SamTrans,  Golden  Gate  Transit, 
and  BART.  SamTrans  and  Golden  Gate  Transit  have  stops  in  the  Financial  District,  South 
of  Market,  and  the  Civic  Center  areas.  BART  has  stops  only  under  Market  Street  in 
downtown,  and  A/C  Transit  only  has  stops  in  the  Transbay  Terminal.  Major  Muni  routes 
are  defined  as  Muni  Metro  and  those  lines  that  serve  or  connect  major  transit  corridors. 

Based  on  the  foregoing  scale  the  project  is  rated  as  follows: 


545  Sansome 

The  project  is  located  within  1/4  mile  of  12  surface  Muni  lines,  including  7  major  routes, 
the  California  Street  Cable  Car,  and  19  Golden  Gate  Transit  lines.  Access  to  all  Muni  Metro 
System  and  BART  lines  and  an  additional  18  Muni  bus  lines  (a  total  of  20  major  routes)  is 
within  1/3  mile.  All  Golden  Gate  Transit  lines  (bus  and  ferry)  and  all  SamTreins  lines  serving 
downtown  are  within  1/2  mile  of  the  site. 

Rating:  Good 


The  project  is  located  within  1/4  mile  of  12  Muni  bus  lines,  including  6  major  routes,  all 
Golden  Gate  Transit  lines  serving  downtown  and  all  SamTrans  lines  serving  downtown.  Access 
to  BART,  Muni  Metro  and  all  AC  Transit  lies  within  1/3  mile,  as  is  access  to  an  additional  12 
major  Muni  lines.  Ferry  service  and  the  CalTrain  depot  are  more  than  1/2  mile  from  the  project 
site,  but  are  served  by  Muni  lines  within  1/3  mile  and  1/4  mUe  respectively. 

Rating:  Good 


Accessibility  to  open  space  for  use  by  the  building's  occupants  and  others  is  an  important 
locational  characteristic.  Some  locations  are  served  by  existing  open  space  while  others  are  not. 
In  either  event,  new  development  will  add  new  demands  on  open  space.  Accessibility  is 
evaluated  from  the  perspective  of  the  completed  building.  Therefore  the  evaluation  includes 
consideration  of  the  open  space  the  project  will  create  both  directly.  Open  space  accessibility  of 
the  project  has  been  rated  according  to  the  following  scale: 


299  Second 


(c)  Accessibaity  to  Open  Space 


Excellent: 


The  development  is  not  in  an  open  space  deficient  area  and  will 
provide  some  new  open  space. 
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Good:  The  development  is  not  in  an  open  space  deficient  area,  is  not 

providing  new  open  space,  and  existing  open  space  is  sufficient  to 
accommodate  additional  demand  or  development  is  in  an  open 
space  deficient  area  and  will  provide  new  open  space  sufficient  to 
accommodate  additional  demand. 

Fair:  The  development  is  in  an  open  space  deficient  area  and  will  provide 

some  new  open  space  but  not  enough  to  meet  demand. 

Poor:  The  development  is  in  an  open  space  deficient  area  and  will  not 

provide  new  open  space. 

Based  on  the  foregoing  scale  the  project  is  rated  as  follows: 

545  Sansome 

The  project  is  not  in  an  open  space  deficient  area  and  will  provide  new  open  space. 
Rating:  Excellent 
299  Second 

The  project  is  in  an  open  space  deficient  area  and  will  provide  some  new  open  space  (the 
amount  required  by  the  Planning  Code)  but  not  enough  to  accommodate  additional  demand. 

Rating:  Fair 

d)  Ufh?"  T>y^g" 

In  evaluating  urban  design  the  following  five  factors  have  been  considered: 

1.  Coherency 

Does  the  project  contribute  to  a  visually  coherent  streetscape? 

2.  Spatial  Definition 

Does  the  design  contribute  to  a  well  proportioned  and  defined  streetspace  for 
pedestrians? 

3.  Scale 

Does  the  massing  and  design  detail  create  a  comprehensible  building  size  in  relation 
to  adjacent  scale  of  structures? 

4.  Context  for  Preservation 

Does  the  building  provide  a  supportive  context  for  noteworthy  buildings  likely  to 
remain? 

5.  Composition  in  cityscape 

Does  the  building  fit  into  the  skyline  with  grace  and  harmony? 

The  scale  used  for  rating  the  project  in  terms  of  these  five  factors  is  as  follows: 
Excellent:        Achieves  objective  in  a  clear  effective  manner. 
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Good:  Moderate  in  achievement  or  objective,  qualities  present  but  not 

expressed  with  force. 

Fair:  Positive  qualities  of  design  are  offset  or  undermined  by  negative 

design  factors. 

Poor:  Detracts  from  achievement  of  objective  or  results  in  an  opposite 

effect. 

The  ratings  developed  by  the  Department  under  urban  design  are  as  follows: 

545  299 
SANSOME  SECOND 

Ccrfierency  Fair/Good  Excellent 

Spatial  Defimtioa  Fair/Good  Good/Excellent 

Scale  Fair/Good  Excellent 

Context  for  Preservatioii  Fair  Good 

Composition  in  Cityscape  NA"*  Good/Excellent 

NA*  This  building  is  not  seen  on  the  skyline 

The  evaluation  of  these  five  urban  design  factors  has  been  condensed  into  a  composite  evaluation 
using  the  following  scale: 

Excellent:  Contributes   in   significant   ways    to   the   quality  of 

streetscape,  city  views  and  positive  contextual  relationship 

Good:  Generally  positive  in  most  aspects  but  not  outstanding 

Fair:  Little  impact  of  either  a  positive  or  negative  manner,  or 

good  and  bad  quaUties  may  balance  each  other  out. 

Poor:  Design  would  be  disruptive  to  the  development  of  a 

cohesive  streetscape,  relates  poorly  to  surrounding  building 
failing  to  either  harmonize  or  complement. 

545  299 
SANSOME  SECOND 

Summary  Fah/Good  Excellent 

A  description  of  the  projects  in  terms  of  these  urban  design  factors  is  contained  in  Design  Quality  of 
theBuildmg.  (See  pp.  1.13  - 1.14) 

(c)  .^smir  Safety  of  fee  Locatioii 

The  seismic  safety  of  the  locations  have  been  rated  according  to  the  following  scale: 
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EXCELLENT:  There  is  no  potential  ground  failure  and  intensity  of  future  ground 
shaking  will  be  weak  and/or  almost  aU  buildings  in  the  general  area 
meet  contemporary  earthquake  standards. 


GOOD: 


FAIR: 


Intensity  of  ground  shaking  will  be  strong  but  no  potential  exists  for 
ground  failure  and/or  many  buildings  in  the  general  area  meet 
contemporary  earthquake  standards. 


The  intensity  of  ground  shaking  will  be  strong  and  a  potential  for 
ground  failure  and/or  many  buildings  in  the  general  area  do  not 
meet  contemporary  earthquake  standards. 

POOR:  The  intensity  of  ground  shaking  wUl  be  very  strong  and  there  is 

potential  for  ground  failure  or  the  intensity  of  ground  shaking  will 
be  violent  or  very  violent  and/or  few  buildings  in  the  general  area 
meet  contemporary  earthquake  standards. 

According  to  information  contained  in  the  Community  Safety  Element  of  the  Master  Plan 
the  location  of  the  project  has  the  following  seismic  characteristics: 


.<?an5ynme! 
299  Second: 


TntCTstty  of  Fatnie  Gioond  Sha1""p 

Very  Strong 
Strong 


545  5Si|nRome: 
299  Second: 


CWnrnvl  Stahflity 

Located  in  potential  ground  failure  hazard  area 
Located  in  potential  ground  failure  hazard  area 


Based  on  the  foregoing  scale  the  projects  are  rated  as  follows: 

^5  ^<San5p«;inie 

Rating:  Poor 
299  Second 

Rating:  Fair 

It  should  be  noted  that  this  rating  is  based  upon  the  location  of  the  project  and  not  upon 
the  characteristics  of  the  project.  During  the  October  17th  earthqudve.  no  structure  built  to 
current  Building  Code  standards  in  the  downtown  sustained  any  significant  damage. 


2.  Rffiyt?;  of  the  Developmem  Specific  to  its  Location 
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The  effects  of  development  specific  to  a  project's  location  listed  below  were  considered 
relevant  in  evaluating  this  criterion.  It  should  be  noted  that  the  Master  Plan  contains  objectives 
and  policies  relating  to  each  effect;  therefore  there  is  considerable  overlap  between  this  analysis 
and  the  analysis  of  the  proposed  project  on  the  Master  Plan.  Ratings  have  been  assigned  as 
indicated  and  explained  below: 

EFFECTS  OF  PROJECT  SPECIFIC  TO  ITS  LOCATION 


a.  View  Obstruction 

b.  Creation  of  Shadow 

c.  Creation  of  Wind 

d.  Housing  Displacement 

e.  Small  Business  Disp 

f.  Loss  of  Architectural/ 
Historical  Resources 

g.  Conflicts  with  transit, 
traffic  or  pedestrian 
movements 

h.  Impediment  to  Freight 
Loading 


545 
SANSOME 

None 
Minor-^ 
Moderate^ 
None  . 
Minor^ 
Minor^ 

None 


Minor*- 


299 
SECOND 

Minor^ 

Minor^ 

Minor^ 

None 

Minor^ 

Minor^ 

None 


None 
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299  Second  -  minor  view  blockage  from  freeway  and  from  further  down  Second  Street. 
545  Sansome  -  shades  parts  of  Sansome,  Washington,  Hotaling  and  Columbus.  Creates 
new  shadows  on  Redwood  Park. 

299  Second  -  shades  parts  of  Second,  Folsom,  Clementina,  Tehama  and  Howard.  Does 
not  shade  any  existing  or  proposed  publicly  accessible  open  spaces.  Potential 
shading  on  proposed  Yerba  Buena  Gardens  blocked  by  proposed  buildings  in  YBC.  (See 
SEIR,  pp.  24-25,  81-84) 

545  Sansome  -  With  the  project,  wind  speeds  would  exceed  pedestrian  comfort 
criterion  in  six  locations,  a  reduction  from  nine  locations  without  the  project. 
One  of  the  locations  that  does  not  currently  exceed  the  criterion  would  exceed  the 
criterion  after  project  construction.  Five  of  the  locations  that  currently  exceed 
the  standards  would  have  increases  from  one  to  two  mph.  The  wind  speeds  at 
locations  with  exceedences  would  range  from  12  to  21  mph.  At  four  locations, 
existing  exceedences  would  be  eliminated.  (See  Negative  Declaration  p.  8  and  Figure 
B-1  of  Wind  Analysis  prepared  by  ESA/Bruce  White. 

299  Second  -  The  project  causes  wind  speeds  to  exceed  pedestrian  comfort  criterion 
in  four  locations.  Three  locations  would  have  wind  speeds  of  12  mph  and  one 
location  would  have  wind  speeds  of  14  mph.  The  location  with  an  increase  of  4  mph 
is  on  Clementina  Street,  which  does  not  have  a  significant  pedestrian  flow.  This 
location  exceeded  the  11  mph  wind  speed  10  percent  of  the  time,  just  at  the  level 
considered  to  be  an  exceedence.  The  project  would  cause  wind  speed  increases  at  a 
total  of  14  locations,  to  remain  the  same  at  7  locations  and  decrease  at  4 
locations.  (See  SEIR,  p.  25,  and  Appendix  G,  pp.  A9-A14) 
545  Sansome  -  34  office  jobs,  20  retail  jobs. 
299  Second  -  82  office  jobs,  4  retail  jobs. 

545  Sansome  -  Demolishes  existing  545  Sansome  building,  (Unrated  in  Downtown  Plan, 
Heritage  "C") 

299  Second  -  Demolishes  590  Folsom,  (Unrated  in  Downtown  Plan,  Heritage  "C")  and 
existing  299  Second  building,  (Unrated  in  Downtown  Plan,  Heritage  "C"). 
545  Sansome  -  Loading  facility/parking  garage  ingress  and  egress  located  across  from 
fire  station,  which  could  cause  conflicts  in  and  emergency.  Mitigation  measures 
include  a  traffic  signal  in  project  controlled  by  fire  station  personnel  to  minimize 
conflict.  Freight  loading  maneuvering  could  conflict  with  auto  access,  but  delays 
and  backups  would  be  confined  to  within  the  site. 
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E.  THE  ANTICIPATED  USES  OF  THE  PROPOSED  OFFICE 
DEVELOPMENT  IN  LIGHT  OF  EMPLOYMENT 
OPPORTUNITIES  TO  BE  PROVIDED,  NEEDS  OF  EXISTING 
BUSINESSES,  AND  THE  AVAILABLE  SUPPLY  OF  SPACE 
SUITABLE  FOR  SUCH  ANTICIPATED  USES. 


1.  ^jnployment  QppOrtnnitifts 

The  number  and  types  of  jobs  anticipated  are  calculated  on  the  following  basis. 
Location  and  rent  level,  as  well  as  floor  size,  are  important  in  determining  what  kinds  of  uses  are 
likely  to  be  attracted  to  these  buildings.  It  is  likely  that  such  office  uses  (i.e.  those  with  large 
numbers  of  clerical  employees  will  be  attracted  to  a  building  with  larger  floor  plates  than  small. 
It  is  also  likely  that  smaller  businesses  and  professional  service  firms  and  the  front  office  (i.e. 
corporate  management)  of  larger  firms  will  be  attracted  to  smaller  floor  plate  buildings  where 
they  can  occupy  an  entire  floor. 

The  estimates  of  employment  density  are  based  upon  approximately  276  square  feet  per 
employee  in  the  office  positions.  Retail  employee  density  is  based  upon  approximately  350 
square  feet  per  employee. 

545  Sansome 

Based  on  the  square  footage  of  the  project,  the  Department  estimates  495  clerical, 
management,  business  and  professional  service  jobs  could  be  accommodated  by  the  project.  In 
addition,  25  retail  jobs  could  be  accommodated.  The  existing  buildings  on  the  site  could 
accommodate  299  office  jobs  and  15  retail  jobs  based  upon  the  estimated  density  per  employee. 
The  project  sponsor  indicates  that  34  office  jobs  and  20  retail  jobs  are  currently  on  site.  One 
office  building  of  56,620  sq.  ft.  has  been  vacant  since  late  1987,  explaining  the  discrepancy  in 
the  office  figures. 


299  Second 

Based  on  the  square  footage  of  the  project,  the  Department  estimates  942  clerical, 
management,  business  and  professional  service  jobs  could  be  acconunodated  by  the  project.  In 
addition,  52  retail  jobs  could  be  accommodated.  The  existing  buildings  on  the  site  could 
accommodate  127  office  jobs  and  5  retail  jobs  based  upon  the  estimated  density  per  employee. 
The  project  sponsor  indicates  that  82  office  jobs  and  4  retail  jobs  are  currently  on  site. 


Below  is  a  summary  of  the  Department's  evaluation  of  the  projects'  employment  impacts: 
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545 
Sansome 


299 
Second 


EMPLOYMENT  OPPORTUNTITES 
Intensity  of  Employ  meut 
Ontmigration  of  Specific 

Existing  Jobs 
Role  as  a  Business 
Center. 

Employment  Base  Expansion 
EmploymCTt  Base  Diversity 
SF  Resident  Employment 


a. 
b. 


d. 
e. 
f. 


Good 
Good 

Good 

Good/Fair-Poor 

Fair-Poor 

Fair-Poor 


Good 
Good 

Good 

Good 
Fair-Poor 
Fair-Poor 


(»}  InfwiCTty  nf  Fmplnymmf 

The  projects  were  rated  according  to  the  following  scale: 


EXCELLENT: 


GOOD: 


FAIR-POOR: 


The  intensity  of  employment  within  the  project  is  likely  to  be 
extremely  high  as  a  result  of  either  the  type  of  office  space  or 
specific  tenants  needs. 

The  intensity  of  employment  within  the  project  is  not  likely  to  be 
high  nor  to  be  excessively  low  as  a  result  of  either  the  type  of  office 
space  or  specific  tenants  needs. 

The  intensity  of  employment  within  the  project  will  be  excessively 
low  as  a  result  of  either  the  type  of  office  space  or  specific  tenants 
needs. 


Rating: 


545 
Sansome 

Good 


299 
Second 

Good 


Neither  project  demonstrated  that  the  intensity  of  employment  will  be  particularly  high, 
nor  did  they  demonstrate  that  the  employment  density  will  be  excessively  low. 


(h)  OnfmipTarinn  nf  Rxi5tfinp  Johs 

The  projects  were  rated  according  to  the  following  scale: 
EXCELLENT: 


GOOD: 


FAIR-POOR: 


The  proposed  office  development  will  make  an  outstanding 
contribution  to  preventing  outmigiation  of  specific  existing  jobs. 

The  proposed  office  development  will  make  some  contribution  to 
preventing  outmigration  of  specific  existing  jobs. 

The  proposed  office  development  will  make  little  or  no  contribution 
to  preventing  outmigration  of  specific  existing  jobs. 
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Rating: 


545 
Sansome 

Good 


299 
Second 

Good 


Both  projects  will  make  some  contribution  to  preventing  outmigration  of  existing  jobs  by 
virtue  of  expanding  the  supply  of  office  space. 


(c)  Strengtfaemng  n»f  rhy  as  a  Business  Center 

The  projects  were  rated  according  to  the  following  scale: 


EXCELLENT: 


GOOD: 


FAIR-POOR: 


The  specific  anticipated  uses  within  the  project  will  make  an 
outstanding  contribution  to  strengthening  the  City's  role  as  a 
business  center. 

The  specific  anticipated  uses  within  the  project  will  make  some 
contribution  to  strengthening  the  City's  role  as  a  business  center. 

The  specific  anticipated  uses  within  the  project  will  make  little  or 
no  contribution  to  strengthening  the  City's  role  as  a  business  center. 


Rating: 


545 
Sansome 

Good 


299 
Second 

Good 


Both  projects  will  make  some  contribution  to  strengthening  the  City's  role  as  a  business 
center  by  expanding  the  supply  of  office  space.  The  545  Sansome  Street  project  wUl  tend  to 
attract  prime  office  tenants,  some  of  which  wHl  be  affiliates  of  Transamerica,  an  important  San 
Francisco  headquarters  company.  The  299  Second  Street  projea  will  tend  to  attract  large 
floorplate  back  office  uses. 


PTpanginn  nfthet  Pqployment  Base 

The  projects  were  rated  according  to  the  following  scale: 


EXCELLENT: 


GOOD: 


FAIR-POOR: 


The  anticipated  employment  within  the  project  wiU  make  an 
outstanding  contribution  to  the  expansion  of  the  City's  employment 
base  for  entry  level  jobs,  Jobs  for  minorities,  and  jobs  for  women. 

The  anticipated  employment  \^'ithin  the  project  wUl  make  some 
contribution  to  the  expansion  to  the  Citj^-  s  employment  base  for 
entry  level  jobs,  jobs  for  minorities,  and  jobs  for  women. 

The  anticipated  employment  within  the  project  will  make  little  or  no 
particular  contribution  to  the  expansion  to  the  City's  employment 
base  for  entry  level  jobs,  jobs  for  minorities,  and  jobs  for  women. 
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545  299 
Sansome  Second 

Rating:  Good/Fair-Poor  Good 


The  299  Second  Street  project  will  make  some  contribution  to  expanding  the  City's 
employment  base  for  minorities,  women  and  at  the  entry  level.  The  back  office  uses  attracted  to 
this  type  of  building  typically  provide  opportunities  for  these  types  of  employment.  The  545 
Sansome  Street  project  by  virtue  of  the  type  of  tenants  it  will  likely  attract  will  not  particularly 
tend  to  expand  the  City's  employment  base  for  minorities,  women  and  at  the  entry  level.  The 
545  Sansome  Street  submittal  indicated  the  Transamerica  subsidiaries  would  be  offered  space  in 
the  building.  The  submittal  indicated  that  these  subsidiaries  generally  have  a  higher  percentage 
of  minority,  women  and  San  Francisco  resident  employees  than  is  die  average,  but  no  figures 
were  provided.  As  a  general  rale,  prime  office  tenants  tend  to  employ  skilled  office  and 
professional  workers,  which  typically  have  a  lower  representation  of  entry  level  positions, 
minorities  or  women  than  back  office  uses. 


fe)  Diveisity  of  the  Employment  Base 

The  projects  were  rated  according  to  the  following  scale: 

EXCELLENT:         The  anticipated  employment  within  the  project  will  make  an 

outstanding  contribution  to  the  diversity  to  the  City's  employment 
base. 

GOOD:  The  anticipated  employment  within  the  project  will  make  some 

contribution  to  the  diversity  to  the  City's  employment  base. 

FAIR-POOR:  The  anticipated  employment  within  the  project  will  make  little  or  no 

particular  contribution  to  the  diversity  to  the  City's  employment 
base. 


545  299 
Sansome  Second 

Rating:  Fair-Poor  Fair-Poor 

The  location  and  design  of  545  Sansome  Street  will  tend  to  encourage  the  occupancy  by 
front  office  uses.  These  uses  wiU  not  particularly  contribute  to  the  diversity  of  the  employment 
base.  299  Second  Street  will  tend  to  attract  a  mixture  of  front  office  and  back  office  uses. 
However,  no  evidence  is  presented  to  indicate  these  uses  will  be  in  a  sector  of  employment 
which  would  tend  to  diversify  the  City's  employment  base. 


(f)  San  Francisco  Resident  faaqplovment 
The  projects  were  rated  according  to  the  following  scale: 

EXCELLENT:         The  specific  anticipated  uses  within  the  project  will  make  an 

outstanding  contribution  to  employing  San  Francisco  residents. 

GOOD:  The  specific  anticipated  uses  within  the  project  will  make  some 

contribution  to  employing  San  Francisco  residents. 
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FAIR-POOR: 


The  specific  anticipated  uses  within  the  project  will  make  little  or 
no  particular  contribution  to  employing  San  Francisco  residents. 


545 

Sansome 


299 
Second 


Rating: 


Fair-Poor 


Fair-Poor 


299  Second  Street  does  not  indicate  any  specific  anticipated  users  at  this  time.  The  545 
Sansome  Street  submittal  indicated  the  Transamerica  subsidiaries  would  offer  the  space  to  its 
affiliates.  The  submittal  indicated  that  these  subsidiaries  generally  have  a  higher  percentage  of 
minority,  women  and  San  Francisco  resident  employees  than  is  the  average,  but  no  figiu-es  were 
provided  to  substantiate  this  statement. 


Neither  project  has  any  pre-lease  commitments.  Transamerica  will  offer  space  to  its 
subsidiaries,  but  no  commitments  have  been  received  by  the  Department.  The  299  Second 
project  sponsor  claims  that  two  large  employers  have  expressed  interest  in  the  project. 


2.  NEEDS  OF  EXISTING  BUSINESS 


545 
Sansome 


299 
Second 


2.  NEEDS  OF  EXISTING 
BUSINESSES 


a.  Substantial  Pie-Leasing 

b.  Existing  Business 

Interest 


NO 
YES 


NO 

YES 
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^,  THR  AVAn  ABLE  SUPPLY 
OF  SPACE  SUITABLE  FOR  THE  ANTICIPATED  USES 


545  Sansome  Street's  project  sponsor  claims  approximately  one  third  of  the  new  building  will  be 
occupied  by  the  affiliates  of  Transamerica.  The  project  would  allow  Transamerica  to 
consolidate  its  operations  to  a  certain  extent. 

545  299 
Sansome  Second 


3.  AVAILABLE  SUPPLY  OF 
SPACE  SUITABLE  FOR 
ANTICIPATED  USES 

a.  Little  Existing  Space 

Suitable  far  Uses 
Because: 

Space  in  Genend  NO  NO 

in  ShcHt  Supply 

b.  little  Existing  Space 

Suitable  far  Uses 
Because: 

Specialized  Type  of  NO  NO 

Space  Needed 

c.  Little  Existing  Space 

Suitable  far  Uses 
Because: 

SpaceNeededin  YES  NO 

Specific  Locale 


F.  THE  EXTENT  TO  WHICH  THE  PROPOSED  DEVELOPMENT  WILL 
BE  OWNED  AND  OCCUPIED  BY  A  SINGLE  ENTITY. 

The  staff  evaluated  this  criterion  only  to  the  extent  that  ownership  or  occupancy  by  a  single 
entity  evidences  a  particular  need  for  expansion  of  space  and/or  consolidation  of  space  of  an 
existing  employer  presently  scattered  in  multiple  locations. 

Both  projects  would  be  occupied  by  multiple  tenants,  although  it  is  the  sponsor's  intent  that 
some  of  545  Sansome  be  occupied  by  Transamerica  affiliated  companies. 
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545  299 

Sansame  Second 

E  OCCUPANCY  BY  A  SINGLE 
ENTITY  RESULTING  FROM: 

1.  EXPANSION  OF  SPACE  No  No 

2.  CONSOLIDATION  OF  SPACE      No  No 

3.  FIRM  RELOCATION/NEW  No  No 

ENTRYTOCmr 


G.  THE  USE  OF  TDR  BY  THE  PROJECT  SPONSOR 


This  criterion  was  evaluated  only  to  establish  if  the  TDR  was  being  used  appropriately  and  to 
what  extent  the  proceeds  from  it  were  being  used  for  seismic  retrofitting  of  the  preserved 
building.  No  consideration  was  given  to  the  amount  of  TDR  used. 

The  299  Second  Street  project  would  use  TDR's,  but  the  545  Sansome  Street  project  is 
below  the  base  FAR  and  does  not  need  TDR's.  The  299  Second  Street  project  sponsor  did  not 
indicate  any  potential  preservation  sites  for  purchase  of  TDR's  nor  whedier  the  money  paid  for 
the  TDR's  would  be  used  for  upgrading  the  historic  structures. 


1.32 


PARXn 

SECTION  101  (PROPOSITION  M  PRIORITY  POLICY)  FINDINGS 


SECTION  101  (PROPOSITION  M  PRIORITY  POLICY)  FINDINGS 


Section  101.1  of  the  Planning  Code  contains  the  following  eight  priority  and  requires  that  a 
project  be  found  consistent  with  the  policies  before  a  permit  is  issued.  Each  project  is  discussed 
in  terms  of  the  priority  policies  below: 

545  Sansome 

A.  That  Existing  Neighborhood-Serving  Retail  Uses  be  Preserved  and  Enhanced  and  Future 
Opportunities  for  Resident  Employment  in  and  Ownership  of  Such  Businesses  Enhanced. 

The  project  area  is  not  a  residential  "neighborhood"  within  the  meaning  of  this  policy. 
None  of  the  existing  businesses  on  the  project  site  are  "neighborhood-serving  retail  uses.  New 
retail  uses  on  site  could  provide  opportunities  for  resident  employment  in  and  ownership  of  such 
businesses. 

B.  The  Existing  Housing  and  Neighborhood  Character  be  Conserved  and  Protected  in  Order  to 
Preserve  the  Cultural  and  Economic  Diversity  of  Our  Neighborhoods. 

No  housing  exists  on  the  project  site.  The  project  area  is  not  a  residential  "neighborhood" 
within  the  meaning  of  this  policy. 

C.  That  the  City's  Supply  of  Affordable  Housing  be  Preserved  and  Enhanced. 

Existing  housing  will  not  be  displaced.  The  project  will  comply  with  the  OAHPP  Program. 

D.  That  Commuter  Traffic  Not  Impede  Muni  Transit  Service  or  Overburden  our  Streets  or 
Neighborhnn^  Parking 

The  amount  of  commuter  traffic  generated  by  the  project  will  not  impede  Muni  transit 
service  or  overburden  streets  or  neighborhood  parking. 

E.  That  a  Diverse  Economic  Base  be  Maintained  by  Protecting  our  Industrial  and  Service 
Sectors  from  Displacement  due  to  Commercial  Office  Development  ^  and  that  Future 
opportunities  for  Resident  Employment  and  Ownership  in  these  Sectors  be  Enhanced. 

The  existing  uses  on-site  are  office  and  retail.  There  are  no  industrial  or  service  sector  uses 
displaced  by  the  project. 

F.  That  the  City  Achieve  the  Greatest  Possible  Preparedness  to  Protect  Against  Injury  and 
Loss  of  Life  in  an  Earthquake. 

The  project  will  replace  structures  not  conforming  to  current  seismic  standards  with  a 
building  that  will  conform  to  the  structural  and  seismic  requirements  of  the  Building  Code.  The 
project  sponsor  wUl  develop  an  evacuation  emergency  response  plan  to  provide  for  building 
occupants  in  the  event  of  emergency  and  ensure  coordination  witii  the  City's  emergency 
planning  activities. 


n.i 


G.  That  Landmarks  and  Historic  Buildings  be  Preserved. 

The  project  does  not  demolish  or  alter  landmarks  or  historic  buildings.  A  Heritage  "C" 
building  would  be  demolished.  However,  the  building  was  not  designated  in  the  Downtown  Plan 
for  retention  or  incorporation  in  a  Conservation  District. 

H.  That  our  Parks  and  Open  Space  and  their  Access  to  Sunlight  and  Vistas  be  Protected  from 
Development. 

The  project  will  not  affect  sunlight  access  to  or  vistas  from  parks  and  open  space. 


n.2 


299  Second 

A.  That  Existing  Neighborhood-Serving  Retail  Uses  be  Preserved  and  Enhanced  and  Future 
Opportunities  for  Resident  Employment  in  and  Ownersliip  of  Such  Businesses  Enhanced. 

The  project  area  is  not  a  residential  "neighborhood"  within  the  meaning  of  this  policy. 
None  of  the  existing  businesses  on  the  project  site  are  "neighborhood-serving  retail  uses. '  New 
retail  uses  on  site  could  provide  opportunities  for  resident  employment  in  and  ownership  of  such 
businesses. 

B.  The  Existing  Housing  and  Neighborhood  Character  be  Conserved  and  Protected  in  Order  to 
Preserve  the  Cultural  and  Economic  Diversity  of  Our  Neighborhoods. 

No  housing  exists  on  the  project  site.  The  project  area  is  not  a  residential  "neighborhood" 
within  the  meaning  of  this  policy. 

C.  That  the  City's  Supply  of  Affordable  Housing  be  Preserved  and  Enhanced. 

Existing  housing  will  not  be  displaced.  The  project  will  comply  with  the  OAHPP  Program. 

D.  That  Commuter  Traffic  Not  Impede  Muni  Transit  Service  or  Overburden  our  Streets  or 
Neighborhood  Parking. 

The  amount  of  commuter  traffic  generated  by  the  project  will  not  impede  Muni  transit 
service  or  overburden  streets  or  neighborhood  parking. 

E.  That  a  Diverse  Economic  Base  be  Maintained  by  Protecting  our  Industrial  and  Service 
Sectors  from  Displacement  due  to  Commercial  Office  Development,  and  that  Future 
opportunities  for  Resident  Employment  and  Ownership  in  these  Sectors  be  Enhanced. 

The  existing  uses  on-site  are  office  and  retail.  There  are  no  industrial  or  service  sector  uses 
displaced  by  the  project. 

F.  That  the  City  Achieve  the  Greatest  Possible  Preparedness  to  Protect  Against  Injury  and 
Loss  of  Life  in  an  Earthquake. 

The  project  will  replace  structures  not  conforming  to  current  seismic  standards  with  a 
building  that  will  conform  to  the  structural  and  seismic  requirements  of  the  Building  Code.  The 
project  sponsor  will  develop  an  evacuation  emergency  response  plan  to  provide  for  building 
occupants  in  the  event  of  emergency  and  ensure  coordination  with  the  City's  emergency 
planning  activities. 

G.  That  Landmarks  and  Historic  Buildings  be  Preserved. 

The  project  does  not  demolish  or  alter  landmarks  or  historic  buildings.  Two  Heritage  "C" 
buildings  would  be  demolished.  However,  these  buildings  were  not  designated  in  the  Downtown 
Plan  for  retention  or  incorporation  in  a  Conservation  District 

H.  That  our  Parks  and  Open  Space  and  their  Access  to  Sunlight  and  Vistas  be  Protected  from 
Development. 

The  project  will  not  affect  sunlight  access  to  or  vistas  from  parks  and  open  space. 
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PARTm 
SECTION  309  REPORT 
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APPENDIX  A 


MASTER  PLAN  POLICIES  AND  OBJECTIVES 
THE  CONTRIBUTION  OF  THE  OFFICE  DEVELOPMENT  TO 

AND  rrS  EFFECTS  ON 
THE  OBJECTIVES  AND  POLICIES  OF  THE  MASTER  PLAN 


The  projects  were  evaluated  against  each  policy  to  determine  whether  the  project  contributed  positively  to 
the  policy,  or  had  a  negative  effect  on  the  policy.  The  project  was  given  a  zero  rating  if  it  was  neutral  to  a 
policy  or  merely  met  the  code  requirement. 


m.i 


545  SANSOME 


299  SECOND 


DOWNTOHN  PLAN:    PRESERVING  THE  PAST 

Objective    12:     Conserve   resources  F/G  E 

that  provide   continuity  with  San 
Francisco's  past. 


Policy 


1 


landmarks  in 
archi  tectural 
and  promote 
other  buildings 
provide  continuity 
development. 


Preserve  notable 
areas    of  historic, 
or    aesthetic  value 
the    preservation  of 
and  features  that 
with  past 


Policv  3:  Design  new  buildings  to 
respect  the  character  of  older 
development  nearby. 


DOWNTOWN  PLAN:    MOVING  ABOUT 


uses  TDRs 


building  does  not 
match  scale  or 
character  of  older 
buildings  on 
Washington,  the  edge 
of  Jackson  Square 


uses  TDRs 


,  + 

base  &  detailing 
relates  to  nearby 
bui Idi  ngs 


Objective  18:  Ensure  that  the 
number  of  auto  trips  to  and  from 
downtown  will  not  be  detrimental  to 
the  growth  or  amenity  of  downtown. 

Policv  2:  Provide  incentives  for 
the  use  of  transit,  carpools  and 
vanpools,  and  reduce  the  need  for 
new  or  expanded  automobile  parking 
faci 1 ities. 

Policv  3:  Discourage  new  long-term 
commuter  parking  spaces  in  and 
around  downtown.  Limit  long-term 
parking  spaces  serving  downtown  to 
the  number  that  already  exists. 

Objective  19:  Provide  for  safe  and 
convenient  bicycle  use  as  a  means 
of  transportation. 

Policv  1:  Include  facilities  for 
bicycle  users  in  governmental, 
commercial,  and  residential 
developments . 


net  addition  of 
long-  and-short  term 
on-site  parking 


adds  long-term  to 
existing  core 
downtown  supply 


meets 

requirement 


Code 


net  addition 
on-site  parking 


of 


no  long-term 
parking  added,  but 
net  increase  in 
park  i  ng 


meets 

requirement 


Code 
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545  SANSONfE 


299  SECOND 


Objective  20: 


Provide  for 
convenient 


efficient, 
comfortable  movement  of  people 
goods,      transit  vehicles 
automobiles  within  the  downtown. 


the 
and 
and 
and 


Policy  7:  Encourage  short-term  use 
of  existing  parking  spaces  within 
and  adjacent  to  the  downtown  core 
by  converting  all -day  commuter 
parking  to  short-term  parking  in 
areas  of  high  demand. 

Policy  8:  Make  existing  and  new 
accessory  parking  available  to  the 
general  public  for  evening  and 
weekend  use. 

Objective_21:  Improve  facilities 
for  freight  deliveries  and  business 
services. 


no  existing  parking; 
addition  of  long- 
and  short-term 
parking 


proposed 


o 

net  addition  of 
short-term  parking 
in  parking  belt 


proposed 


Policy  1:  Provide  off-street 
facilities  for  freight  loading  and 
service  vehicles  on  the  site  of  new 
buildings  sufficient  to  meet  the 
demands  generated  by  the  intended 
uses.  Seek  opportunities  to  create 
new  facilities  for  existing 
buildings. 

Policy  2:  Discourage  access  to 
off-street  freight  loading  and 
service  vehicle  facilities  from 
transit  preferential  streets,  or 
pedestrian-oriented  streets  and 
alleys. 

Policy  3:  Encourage  consolidation 
of  freight  deliveries  and 
night-time  deliveries  to  produce 
greater  efficiency  and  reduce 
congestion. 


Policy  4:  Provide  limited  loading 
spaces  on  street  to  meet  the  need 
for  peak  period  or  short-term  small 
deliveries  and  essential  services, 
and  strictly  enforce  their  use. 


meets  code 
requirement: 
consolidates  and 
improves  loading  for 
block 


o 

access   from  transit 
pref.      street  and 
pedestrian/service 
street 


meets  code 
requi  rement: 
consolidates  and 
improves    loading  for 
block 

NA 


meets  code 
requirement; 
maneuvering  for 
full     sized  spaces 
off-site  in  alley 


access  from  al ley 


NA 


NA 
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545  SANSOME 


299SECX)ND 


Oblectlve  22: 


pedestrian 
especially 
provide  for 
and  safe  Hovement 


Improve  the  downtown 
circulation  system, 
within    the    core,  to 
efficient,  comfortable. 


Policy  1 


Provide  sufficient 


pedestrian  movement  space. 


PoUcv  4:  Create  a  pedestrian 
network  in  the  downtown  core  area 
that  includes  streets  devoted  to  or 
primarily  oriented  to  pedestrian 
use. 


park 

pedestrian 
space 


improves 
movement 


o 
NA 


+ 

park  serves  as 
pedestrian 

thoroughfare  and 
extends  pedestrian 
network 


Policv  5:  Improve  the  ambience  of 
the  pedestrian  environment. 


DOHNTOWN  FLAW:    OPEN  SPACE 


park  provides 
exceptional  ambience 


open  space  located 
adjacent  to 
pedestrian  corridor 


Objective  9: 


space  In 
variety  to 
downtown    workers , 
visitors. 


Provide  quality  open 
sufficient   quantity  and 
meet    the    needs  of 
residents  and 


Pol  icy  1 :  Require  usable  indoor 
outdoor  open  space,  accessible 
the    public,    as    part    of  new 


and 
to 

downtown  development. 


Policv  2:  Provide  different  kinds 
of  open  space  downtown. 


Policv     3:  Give 
development   of  two 
highly   valued  open 
plazas  and  parks. 


priority  to 
categories  of 
space:  sunlit 


Policv  4:  Provide  a  variety  of 
seating  arrangements  in  open  spaces 
throughout  downtown. 


+ 

at  grade  and 
eminently  usable  and 
accessible 


variety  of 
types 

arrangements 


seati  ng 
and 


+ 

at  grade  and 
eminently  usable 
and  accessible 


variety  of 
types 

arrangements 


seating 
and 
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Policy  5:     Improve  the  usefulness  +  + 

of  publicly  owned  rights-of-way  as  improves  alley 

open  space. 


Objective  10:  Assure  that  open 
spaces  are  accessible  and  usable. 


Pol  icy   1 :     Develop  an  open  space 
that    gives    every  person 
and  working  downtown  access 
sunlit    open  space 


system 
1 iving 

to    a  sizable 
within  convenient  walking  distance 


Policv  2:  Encourage  the  creation 
open  spaces  that  become  a 
of       an  interconnected 


of  new 
part 

pedestrian  network 


park  serves  as  part 
of  Pedestrian  Network 


open  space  adjacent 
to  pedestrian 
corridor 


Policv  3:  Keep  open  space 
facilities  available  to  the  public. 


Policv  4: 


Provide  open  space  that 
clearly    visible    and  easily 
from      the      street  or 


is 

reached 
pedestrian  way 


aval lable 
required  hours 


at 


clearly  visible  and 
accessible 


aval lable 
required  hours 


at 


clearly  visible  and 
accessible 


Policv  5:  Address  the  need  for 
human  comfort  in  the  design  of  open 
spaces  by  minimizing  wind  and 
maximizing  sunshine. 


Objective  11 


Provide  contrast  and 
by  consciously  treating  open 
as    a    counterpoint    to  the 


form 
space 
built  environment 


receives  fair  amount 
of  sun  during  peak 
hours,  features  wind 
sheltered  spaces 


favorable  sun 
access,  sheltered 
from        wi  nd  by 
surrounding 
bui Idings 


Policv  1:     Place  and  arrange  open 
space   to  complement  and   structure  provides 
the  urban  form  by  creating  distinct  contrast 
openings  in  the  otherwise  dominant  area 
streetwall  form  of  downtown. 


di  sti  net 
to  dense 
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545  SANSOME 
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Policy  2:  Introduce  elements  of 
the  natural  environment  in  open 
space  to  contrast  with  the  built-up 
environment. 


park-like  open  space 
with  mature  redwoods 
and  70  new  cherry 
trees,  includes 
water  feature 


tree  planting  and 
annuals  in  planter 


DOHNTOWN  PLAN:    SPACE  FOR  HOUSING 


Objective  7:  Expand  the  supply  of 
housing  In  and  adjacent  to  downtown. 


Policy  1:  Promote  the  Inclusion  of 
housing  in  downtown  commercial 
developments . 


DOHNTOHN  PLAN:    URBAN  FORM 

Objective  13:  Create  an  urban  form 
for  downtown  that  enhances  San 
Francisco's  stature  as  one  of  the 
world's  most  visually  attractive 
cities. 

Policies  2  &  3:  Foster  sculpturing 
of  building  form  to  create  less 
over-  powering  buildings  and  more 
interesting  building  tops, 
particularly  the  tops  of  towers. 
Create  visually  interesting 
terminations  to  building  towers. 

Policy  4:  Maintain  separation 
between  buildings  to  preserve  light 
and  air  and  prevent  excessive  bulk. 


does  not 
housing 


include 


located    In  district 


where 

incentives 
provided 


housing 
not 


not  sculptured  form, 
includes  visually 
Interesting  top 


does  not 
housing 


include 


located  in  district 


where 

incentives 

provided 


housing 
not 


composes  well 
against  mass  of 
downtown  buildings 


stepped  forms, 
sculptured  top 
interesting  and 
Integrated  with 
building  form 


Objective  14:    Create  and  maintain  G  G 

a  comfortable  pedestrian 

environment. 

Policy   1:     Promote   building  forms  o  o 

that  will   maximize   the   sun  access     minor  shadow  Impacts  minor  shadow  Impacts 

to   open    spaces    and   other  public 

areas . 

A.5 
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Policy  2:  Promote  building  forms 
that  will  minimize  the  creation  of 
surface  winds  near  the  base  of 
bui Idings . 


Objective  15:  To  create  a  building 
form  that  Is  visually  Interesting 
and  harmonizes  with  surrounding 
buildings. 

Policy  1:  Ensure  that  new  facades 
relate  harmoniously  with  nearby 
facade  patterns. 


moderate  wind  impacts 


relates  to  modern 
buildings,  but  not 
historic  structures 


minor  wind  impacts 


relates 
surrounding 
bui Idings 


to 


base  height  relates 
to  nearby  buildings 
in  and  facade 
relates  in  scale 


Policy 


Assure 


that 


new 


buildings  contribute  to  the  visual 
unity  of  the  City. 


Policy  3:  Encourage  more  variation 
I  in  building  facades  and  greater 
harmony  with  older  buildings 
through  use  of  architectural 
embellishments  and  bay  or  recessed 
windows. 


contributes 
visual  unity 


to 


little  variation  in 
facade  and  window 
scale  does  not 
relate  to  older 
bui Idings 


relates  well  to 
buildings  and  on 
sky! ine 


variation  in 
facade,  tower 
windows  relate  to 
older  buildings  and 
window  scale 
compatible 


Oblectlve  16: 

attractive, 

streetscapes. 


Create  and  maintain 
Interesting  urban 


F/G 


Policy  1:  Conserve  the  traditional 
street  to  building  relationship 
that  characterizes  downtown  San 
Franci  SCO. 

Policy  2:  Provide  setbacks  above  a 
building  base  to  maintain  the 
continuity  of  the  predominant 
streetwalls  along  the  street. 

Policy  3:  Maintain  and  enhance  the 
traditional  downtown  street  pattern 
of  projecting  cornices  on  smaller 
buildings  and  projecting  belt 
courses  on  taller  buildings. 


built  to  prop  lines 


maintains  streetwall 
through  change  in 
facade,  not  setback 


projecting  cornice 
but  no  elements  to 
define  pedestrian 
scale. 


Building  maintains 
streetwall  through 
open  space  enclosure 


setback  maintains 
streetwal 1 


strong  cornices  and 

belt    courses,  but 

should  be 

strengthened  at 
setback  lines 
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Policy  4:  Use  designs  and 
materials  and  include  activities  at 
the  ground  floor  to  create 
pedestrian  interest. 

Policy  5:  Encourage  the 
incorporation  of  publicly  visible 
art  works  in  new  private 
development  and  in  various  public 
spaces  downtown. 


retail  and  open 
space  on  ground  floor 


art  in  open  space 


retail 

space 

floor 


and  open 
on  ground 


art        in  open 

courtyard  and 

easily  visible  from 
street 


URBAN  DESIGN  ELEMENT 


Objective  1:  Emphasis  of  the 
characteristic  pattern  which  gives 
to  the  city  and  its  neighborhoods 
an  image,  a  sense  of  purpose  and  a 
means  of  orientation. 


complements 
and 

treatment 
exi  sting 
bul Idings 
not 

Jackson 

Commercial 

Leidesdorff 


forms 
surface 
of 
large 
but  does 
complement 
Sq.  or 


relates  well  to 
surrounding  tower 
forms  and  downtown 
to  the  north 


Policy  3:  Recognize  that  buildings, 
together,  produce  a  total 
characterizes  the  city 


when  seen 
effect  that 
and  its  districts 


Objective  3:  Moderation  of  major 
new  development  to  complement  the 
city  pattern,  the  resources  to  be 
conserved,  and  the  neighborhood 
environment. 


blends  well  with 
modern  highrises, 
not  with  older 
bui Idings 


complements  city 

pattern,      but  not 

resources  to  be 
conserved 


relates  to  downtown 
and  Second  St. 
corridor 


complements 
proposed    city  form 
for  new  dev.  in  SOM 


Policy  2:  Avoid  extreme  contrasts 
in  color,  shape  and  other 
characteristics  which  will  cause 
new  buildings  to  stand  out  in 
excess  of  their  public  Importance. 

Policy     3:     Promote     efforts  to 

achieve  high  quality  of  design  for 

buildings  to  be  constructed  at 
prominent  locations. 


Policy  4: 


that  will 
integrity 
public  areas. 


Promote    building  forms 
respect  and  Improve  the 
of  open  spaces  and  other 


blends  well 
modern  highrises 


with 


NA 

not  a  prominent 
location 


expands  and  improves 
Redwood  Park 


shape,  color  works 
well  with  PacTel 
Tower  and  Downtown 
to  north 


defined 
space 


own  open 
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Policy  5:  Relate  the  height  of 
buildings  to  important  attributes 
of  the  city  pattern  and  to  the 
height  and  character  of  existing 
development. 


building  height 

relates     to  towers 

and   Maritime  Plaza, 

difference  in  height 

with  Jackson  Square 
was  intended  In 
Downtown  Plan 


relates  to  proposed 
form  for  SOM 


Policy  6:  Relate  the  bulk  of 
buildings  to  the  prevailing  scale 
of  development  to  avoid  an 
overwhelming  or  dominant  appearance 
In  new  construction. 


Policv  8:  Discourage  accumulation 
and  development  of  large 
properties,  unless  such  development 
is  carefully  designed  to  respect  to 
its  impact  upon  the  surrounding 
area  and  upon  the  city. 


DOHNTOWN  PLAN:    SPACE  FOR  COMMERCE 


bulk     of  building 
relates,  but 
overwhelming 
pedestrian  scale 


NA 

although  block  under 
single  ownership, 
project  footprint  is 
not  unduly  large 


scale  larger  than 
existing  buildings 
not  designated  for 
preservation,  but 
will  relate  to 
future  development 


accumulation  of 
small  parcels  to 
create  a  large 
dev.  site,  but 
project  carefully 
designed 


Objective  1:  Manage  economic 
growth  and  change  to  insure 
enhancement  of  the  total  city 
living  and  working  environment. 

Policv  1:  Encourage  development 
which  produces  substantial  benefits 
and  minimizes  undesirable 

consequences.  Discourage 
development  which  has  substantial 
undesirable  consequences  which 
cannot  be  mitigated. 


Transamerica  will 
offer  space  to 
affiliates 


no  identified  users 


Objective  2:    Maintain  and  improve  E  E 

San  Francisco's  position  as  a  prime     prime  downtown  back  office  space 

location  for  financial,     office  space 

administrative,       corporate  and 

professional  activity. 

Policv  1:    Encourage  prime  downtown  +  + 

office  activities  to  grow  as  long 
as  undesirable  consequences  of  such 
growth  can  be  controlled. 
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Policy  2:  Guide  location  of  office 
development  to  maintain  a  compact 
downtown  core  and  minimize 
displacement  of  other  uses. 


within  downtown  core 


within  downtown 
expansion  area 


Objective  3: 


Francisco's 
region's 

specialized  retail 


Improve  Downtown  San 

position      as  the 

prime      location  for 
trade. 


Policy  2:  Encourage  the  retail 
businesses  which  serve  the  shopping 
needs  of  less  affluent  downtown 
workers  and  local  residents. 


Policy  5:  Meet  the  convenience 
needs  of  daytime  workers. 

Objective  5:  Retain  a  diverse  base 
of  support  comnercial  activity  in 
and  near  downtown. 


NA 


Policy  1: 
support 
within  the 
areas . 


Provide 
commercial 
downtown 


space  for 
activities 
and  adjacent 


not  in  area  intended 
for  support 
commercial  actvities 


location  and  large 
floor  plate  may 
attract  back  office 
and  business 
services 
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545  Sansome  Street 


Mr  StoUer's  Comments 


The  revised  open  space  plan  for  the  Trans  America  block  with  the  Murch/HoUis  input  goes  far 
toward  producing  die  kind  of  unified  park  that  is  desirable  and  that  is  the  avowed  intention  of  the 
designers. 

Putting  the  garage  entry  ramp  on  Sansome  Street  under  the  TA  in  building  is  logical  and  makes 
Mark  Twain  alley  a  really  effective  pedestrian  mall.  It  is  interesting  that  when  facing  east  in  this  mall 
the  reflection  of  TA  I  in  the  Alcoa  Building  is  very  dramatic  and  gives  one  the  sense  of  being  in  a  strong 
polarized  "field." 

The  arcade  spaces  under  the  TA  I  have  a  tendency  to  deadness  and  gloominess.  Opening  them  to 
the  green  space  on  the  east  should  help  as  should  the  planting.  It  is  not  clear  how  the  gates  in  the 
fencing  are  arranged  -  presumably  the  landscape  treatment  in  the  arcade  areas  including  the  eater  course 
will  be  unfenced  -  is  this  a  problem?  It  is  assumed  that  the  fenced  garden  areas  will  be  open  to  tenants 
when  closed  to  the  public  and  that  the  movement  of  water  will  be  continuous.  The  fence  and  gates  are 
an  important  design  element  which  needs  to  be  addressed:  details,  gate  locations  and  scheduled  time  of 
openings. 

The  use  of  the  water  course  and  a  more  simplified  consistent  landscape  treatment  to  unify  the  site 
seem  very  successful.  I  do  have  some  doubts  about  the  effectiveness  of  subtle  sonic  effects  in  such  a 
heavily  trafficked  area. 

A  frustration  in  the  existing  setting  is  that  while  TA  I  marks  very  strongly  the  termination  of  the 
powerful  Columbus  Avenue  axis,  it  does  this  visually  at  a  macro  urban  design  and  automobile  scale.  At 
a  pedestrian  scale  this  termination  is  a  disappointment,  A  cluster  of  newspaper  vending  boxes  are  there, 
and  a  dark  arcade  with  no  accent.  The  Murch/Hollis  "Spring  Box"  begins  to  provide  such  an  accent;  the 
artists  evidently  feel  the  need  for  this  "beacon  element"  and  the  fact  that  it  leads  the  pedestrian  along  the 
north  side  of  TA  I  to  the  park  on  the  east  is  an  inspired  idea.  The  placement  of  the  beacon  might  be  a 
little  too  far  off  the  Columbus  axis,  and  it  is  to  be  hoped  that  its  presence  would  be  further  accented  by 
lighting,  color  and  material  treatment  around  it.  The  vending  boxes  need  to  be  relocated. 

The  TA  in  building  itself  seems  to  relate  to  the  streets  it  faces  and  to  Mark  Twain  Alley  at  the 
pedestrian  level.  There  is  plenty  of  interest  there  with  shop  entries  and  display  windows.  The  upper 
treatment  of  the  building  relates  well  to  the  streetscapes  and  the  barrel  vault  cap  on  the  roof  seems 
appropriate  for  a  building  several  of  whose  neighbors  will  view  it  from  above.  TTie  question  remains, 
however,  how  does  the  facade  treatment  in  rhythm  and  scale  "blend  visually"  with  TA  I  and  TA  II,  (the 
avowed  intention). 

Opening  the  area  to  the  west  of  TA  II  to  the  open  space  park  area  eliminates  a  dark,  moldy,  hard  to 
use  space  and  helps  to  relate  the  building  to  the  new  park  area. 

Thinning  the  redwoods  seems  a  good  idea,  but  will  enlarging  the  redwood  park  contribute  to  a 
"sunny  space"?  Sunlight  is  clearly  at  a  premium  of  ground  level  among  these  tall  buildings. 
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Mr.  Campbell's  Comments 

Relocation  of  the  service  ramp  into  the  new  building  (TransAmerica  III),  as  suggested  at  the  earlier 
review,  has  proved  to  be  a  major  gain,  improving  clarity  and  legibility  of  the  whole  development  and 
allowing  much  better  pedestrian  site  circulation.  ITie  blight  of  a  ramp  open  to  the  sky  has  been  removed 
as  has  been  the  fairly  useless  arcade. 

There  was  discussion  at  the  earlier  review  as  to  whether  Trans  III  should  be  designed  to  relate 
somehow  in  appearance  to  Trans  I  and  Trans  II,  so  as  to  enable  all  three  buildings  to  be  perceived  as  one 
heroic  complex;  or,  by  contrast,  whether  it  should  be  expressed  as  a  separate  third  element.  I  continue  to 
believe  that  the  scale  of  the  cityscape  as  a  whole  is  better  served  by  the  second  approach  and  therefore 
would  support  the  present  configuration  and  appearance  of  this  building,  which  maintains  a  separate 
identity  but  is  harmonious  with  its  neighbors.  The  pergola  element  at  the  roof  solves  the  problem  of 
topping  off  the  building  without  cliche,  and  makes  it  interesting  as  seen  from  above.  Getting  rid  of  the 
double-floor  expression  is  a  major  improvement.  The  thickening  of  the  comer  bays  into  pier-like 
elements  works  well  above  the  ground  floor,  but  leaves  a  rather  dead  comer  at  street  level.  Details 
generally  look  crisp  but,  at  this  stage,  still  rather  diagranmiatic.  The  granite  skin,  on  this  relatively  small 
building,  can  and  probably  should  have  a  definite  color,  which  would  give  it  some  interest  and  help 
differentiate  it  from  the  vast  whiteness  of  Trans  I. 

Retail  and  restaurant  uses  at  grade  have  been  maximized.  There  is  much  more  attention  to  paving 
patterns.  Outdoor  areas  seem  less  residual  and  more  intentional  than  before.  It  would  be  good  to  avoid 
all  planters,  to  give  a  sense  that  the  ground  plane  is  the  surface  of  the  earth  and  that  everything  here  is 
planted  in  terra  firma  (even  though  it  may  in  fact  be  a  garage  roof).  The  site  needs  further  development, 
but  since  the  previous  review  it  has  moved  in  the  right  tOrection. 

The  project  as  a  whole  is  greatly  improved  and  if  property  developed  should  eventually  be  an  asset 
to  the  city. 
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299  Second  Street 


Mr.  StollCT's  Coannents 

The  submittal  showing  the  further  development  of  the  299  Second  Street  scheme  has  some 
interesting  features. 

From  the  presentation  it  seems  clear  that  the  vertical  accent  provided  by  the  building  is  a  welcome 
"terminus"  to  the  horizontal  line  of  the  buildings  along  Folsom  Street  at  the  freeway  "jumble.".  Viewed 
along  Second  Street  the  building  blocks  a  portion  of  the  Marathon  Plaza  Building  but  seems  compatible 
with  it  and  with  the  Telephone  Equipment  Building  in  scale.  Those  two  buildings  serve  as  a  kind  of 
neutral  backdrop  for  this  more  articulated  building  which  clearly  draws  its  inspiration  from  such 
traditional  San  Francisco  buildings  as  the  Pacific  Telephone  Building  of  Timothy  Pflueger. 

The  long  views  of  the  building  from  the  freeway  show  it  nestling  compatibly  in  its  context, 
providing  a  "stepped  down"  edge  to  the  taller  masses  north  of  it. 

The  question  of  "humanizing"  the  entry  court  in  scale  and  detail  in  response  to  earlier  comments 
seems  to  me  to  have  been  attacked  with  energy  and  zeal,  perhaps  a  bit  too  much  so.  There  now  appear 
to  be  so  many  things  going  on  in  the  space  as  to  make  it  appear  jittery  and  not  particularly  related  to  or 
serving  the  architecture.  There  are  many  paving  textures,  shifting  axes,  trees,  shrubs,  benches, 
presumably  lights  that  won't  help  people  use  the  space.  I  miss  some  kind  of  promenade  around  the  shop 
fronts.  The  idea  of  diagonal  axes  is  a  good  one  but  is  rather  brutally  done  by  the  cut  stone  band  abruptly 
hitting  the  bottom  of  the  steps  at  Second  Street  slicing  through  various  elements  and  butting  into  the 
opposite  facade  at  a  not  particularly  significant  place.  The  space  is  too  small  for  so  much  activity. 

The  strong  modem  sculptural  piece  relating  by  contrast  with  the  more  traditional  building  certainly 
seems  valid,  but  its  setting  should  be  more  "impartial,"  as  it  were,  to  either  the  traditional  or  the  modem, 
but  could  be  a  treatment  which  would  link  the  two. 

The  axial  entry  wall  to  the  building  seems  clearly  enough,  but  in  relating  the  actual  entrance  to 
human  scale  just  pulling  a  little  vestibule  within  the  entrance  arch  out  to  the  face  of  the  building  doesn't 
seem  to  have  worked  too  well.  Could  the  doors  actually  be  back  at  the  plane  of  the  glass  within  the  arch 
and  perhaps  some  light  canopy  over  the  doors  for  weather  protection/scale  reduction? 

The  massing  of  the  two  low  elements  of  the  building  on  the  Second  Street  side  seems  was  helped 
by  broadening  them  at  the  street  frontage  and  introducing  the  two  concave  surfaces  facing  the  courtyard. 

The  "preferred  massing"  scheme  produces  a  more  vertical  simplified  southwest  elevation.  If  it 
seems  the  Planning  Department's  bulk  standards  it  certainly  seems  acceptable  even  preferable  to  me. 
The  "notch"  between  the  main  building  mass  and  its  lower  "annex"  along  Clementina  Street  still  doesn't 
separate  the  "bustle"  adequately.  Setting  the  low  element  above  the  fourth  story  parapet  line  back  from 
Clementina  Street  a  few  feet  would  much  improve  the  massing. 

There  wasn't  enough  information  on  color/materials  and  details  of  the  building  included  in  the 
submittal  to  comment  fiu"ther  on  those  elements,  but  they  seemed  in  the  original  submittal  compatible 
with  San  Francisco  tall  building  tradition. 
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Mr.  Campbell's  Commenls 

This  continues  to  be  a  generally  satisfactory  building,  although  one  that  seems  a  bit  puffed  up  into 
a  grandeur  that  isn't  entirely  justified  by  either  its  actual  size  or  its  function.  The  typology  of  a  central 
tower  with  two  projecting  wings  framing  an  entry  court  is  that  of  a  formal  villa,  and  might  feel  more 
natural  to  a  public  building,  at  the  end  of  an  allee  in  a  a  parklike  setting,  than  it  does  along  an  ordinary 
city  street. 

That  said,  the  massing  of  the  tower  is  handsome  in  itself  and  well  resolved,  and  the  main  entrance 
has  been  improved  so  as  better  to  relate  to  himian  scale. 

Problems  remain  primarily  in  the  entry  courtyard  area.  There  has  been  much  development  of  this 
courtyard,  apparently  seen  as  a  foil  to  the  formal  axiality  of  the  building  itself.  At  present,  however, 
courtyard  and  building  do  little  for  each  other.  The  courtyard  is  loose  and  romantic  and  the  building  is 
stiff  and  classifical;  they  simply  ignore  each  other.  In  addition,  the  courtyard  is  busy  and  seems  strewn 
with  all  kinds  of  stuff,  a  sort  of  aimless  scattering  of  chairs  in  a  sculpture  garden,  without  a  convincing 
form  or  concept  of  use.  The  solution  to  the  slope  of  the  site  at  the  sidewalk—steps  and  concrete  planter 
walls—is  at  the  moment  a  spiritless  cliche. 

As  discussed  at  the  earlier  review,  the  concept  of  eroding  the  continuous  live  street  edge  with  a  big 
gap  like  this  courtyard  is  one  the  city  should  view  and  concern.  It  heroicizes  the  individual  building 
while  demoting  the  street.  The  project  would  be  better  in  principle  if  the  projecting  wings  were  wider 
and  the  entry  court  narrower  (although  it  is  understood  that  this  would  violate  the  code).  The  wings 
continue  to  read  as  the  small  paws  of  a  large  Sphinx,  and  are  still  not  enthely  convincingly  related  to  the 
body. 

The  submitting  owner  requests  discussion  of  the  difference  between  the  "present"  and  "proposed" 
massings,  but  in  the  computer  drawings  shown  there  is  no  significant  visible  difference. 

The  city  may  wish  to  press  for  a  reconsideration  and  simplification  of  the  courtyard  design  before 
considering  approval. 

I  hope  this  is  helpful.  Please  contact  me  if  you  need  anything  further. 


ANLM:atm/132 
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City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
Department  of  City  Planning 


ADMINISTRATION 

(415)  5S8-6414  /  65fr«411 

OTY  PLANNING  COMMISSION 
(415)  5Sa^14 

PLANS  AND  PROGRAMS 

(415)  65S-€264 

IMPLEMENTATION  /  ZONING 

(416)  558-6377 


450  McAllister  Street 
San  Francisco,  OA  94102 


April  12, 1990 


TO: 
FROM: 


RE: 


MEMORANPVM 


Members,  City  Planning  Commission 

Dean  L.  Macris 
Director  of  Planning 

Robert  W.  Passmore 
Zoning  Administrator 

Section  309  (Downtown  Code  Review)  Report  and 
Section  303  (Conditional  Use  Authorization  Report)  for 
299  Second  Street 


L*ijv;UMENTS  DEPT. 

AUG  2  2  199a 


CONTACT:     Larry  Badiner  (558-6350) 


Attached  are  the  individual  Section  309  (Downtown  Code  Review)  and  Section  309  (Conditional 
Use  Authorization)  reports  for  the  one  remaining  building  in  the  1989  -  1990  Annual  Limit  Program. 
The  545  Sansome  Street  project  withdrew  from  consideration  on  April  5,  1990.  These  reports  are 
required  by  the  Planning  Code.  The  Section  309  report  includes  determinations  on  compliance  with 
certain  Planning  Code  provisions,  reconmiendations  on  a  bulk  exception  requested  by  the  project 
sponsor,  and  recommendations  on  modifications  to  the  project.  The  Section  303  report  contains 
recommendations  on  the  projects  sponsor's  request  for  Conditional  Use  Authorization  for  additional 
parking. 

These  reports  may  be  attached  to  the  Annual  Limit  Reports  issued  on  March  27,  1990  as  Parts  III 
and  IV  of  that  report,  A  revised  Table  of  Contents  Page  is  included  for  your  convenience. 


PARXm 
SECTION  309  REPORT 


299  SECOND  STREET 
Section  309  Case  Report  (#90.082X) 


I.  PROPOSED  PROJECT 


See  Part  I,  Section  321  Evaluation  Report  for  Larger  Buildings,  particularly  p.  1.2. 


n.  DEPARTMENT   OF   CITY  PLANNING   AND   CITY  PLANNING 
COMMISSION  ACTION 

Section  309  of  the  City  Planning  Code  requires  the  Department  of  City  Planning  to  review 
the  project  and  to  issue  a  report  outlining  the  project  and  any  modifications  that  the  Director  of 
Planning  determines  are  necessary.  Any  exception  to  the  City  Planning  Code,  as  provided  for 
under  Section  309,  must  be  approved  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  after  a  public  hearing. 
The  Planning  Commission  must  also  determine  that  the  project  complies  with  the  open  space 
requirements  of  Section  138  and  the  art  requirements  of  Section  149.  Determinations  regarding 
shadows  on  streets  and  public  and  publicly  accessible  open  space  are  required  pursuant  to 
Section  143  and  146. 


in.  COMPLIANCES 
A.  OPEN  SPACE 
Standard 

The  project  applicant  may  satisfy  the  requirements  of  Section  138  by  providing  one  or  more 
of  the  following  types  of  open  space:  A  plaza,  an  urban  park,  an  urban  garden,  a  view  terrace,  a 
sun  terrace,  a  greenhouse,  a  small  sitting  area  (a  snippet),  an  atrium,  an  indoor  park,  or  a  public 
sitting  area  in  a  gaUeria,  in  an  arcade,  or  in  a  pedestrian  mall  or  walkway,  provided  that  the  open 
space  meets  the  following  minimum  standards.  The  open  space  shall: 

(1)  Be  of  adequate  size; 

(2)  Be  situated  in  such  locations  and  provide  such  ingress'  and  egress  as  will  make 
the  area  easily  accessible  to  the  general  public; 

(3)  Be  well-designed,  and  where  appropriate,  be  landscaped; 

(4)  Be  protected  from  uncomfortable  wind; 

(5)  Incorporate  various  features,  including  ample  seating  and,  if  appropriate, 
access  to  food  service,  which  will  enhance  public  use  of  tfie  area; 

(6)  Have  adequate  access  to  sunlight  if  sunlight  access  is  appropriate  to  the  type  of 
area; 

(7)  Be  well-lighted  if  the  area  is  of  the  type  requiring  artificial  illumination; 

(8)  Be  open  to  the  public  at  times  when  it  is  reasonable  to  expect  substantial  public 
use; 

(9)  Be  designed  to  enhance  user  safety  and  security; 

(10)  If  the  open  space  is  on  private  property,  provide  toilet  facilities  open  to  the 
public; 

(11)  Have  at  least  75  percent  of  the  total  open  space  approved  be  open  to  the  public 
during  all  daylight  hours. 
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Recommendation 

The  project  provides  an  Urban  Garden  on  Second  Street  and  open  space  snippets  on  Folsom 
and  Clementina  Street.  In  addition  the  project  sponsor  will  improve  sidewalks  on  Second  and 
Clementina  Street  in  addition  to  those  of  the  subject  property.  The  Director  recommends  that  it 
be  determined  that  the  requirements  of  Section  138  have  been  met  with  respect  to  the  open  space 
proposal. 

TYPE,  provided  Urban  garden,  indoor  park  and  snippets 

SIZE 

amount  required  6,082  sq.  ft. 

amount  provided 

Urban  garden  5,012  sq.  ft. 

Indoor  park  800  sq.  ft. 

Snippets  283  sq.  ft. 

Total  6,095  sq.  ft. 

LOCATION  On  street  level 

ACCESSIBILITY  Direct  accessibility  from  three  points  of  the  public  sidewalk 

SUN,  WIND  Good  sun  exposure; 

Open  space  protected  from  wind  since  enclosed  by  buildings  on  three 
sides 

SEATING,  TABLES  Provided  lq  excess  of  requirement 

LANDSCAPING,  DESIGN        Attractive  pavement,  trees  and  planters  with  annuals  for  color 

FOOD  &  COMMERCIAL  In  building  adjacent  to  open  space 
SERVICES 

TOILET  FACILITIES  Available  on  ground  floor  of  adjacent  building 

AVAILABILITY  Available  during  daylight  hours 

B.  ARTWORK 

Standard 

Section  149  requires  a  project  proposed  in  the  C-3  district  to  include  works  of  art  in  an  amount 
equal  to  1%  of  the  cost  of  construction  of  the  building  in  clearly  usable  on-site  areas,  including  open 
space.  The  type  and  location  of  the  art  work,  but  not  the  artistic  merits  of  the  specific  art  work 
proposed,  are  to  be  approved  by  the  Commission.  The  types  of  permitted  art  work  include  sculpture, 
bas-relief,  murals,  mosaics,  decorative  water  features  or  other  works  permanently  affixed  to  the 
building.  Guidelines  for  the  application  of  the  requirement  have  been  adopted  by  the  Commission. 

J 

The  Guidelines  adopted  by  the  Commission  state,  in  part: 

The  integration  of  the  artist,  and/or  the  art  concept  into  the  overall  design  process  of  the  project 
early  in  the  project  can  be  accomplished  in  a  variety  of  ways.  Among  the  various  methods,  the 
project  sponsor  may  wish  to  consider  these  approaches: 
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1.  Obtain  professional  advice  from  one  or  more  of  the  following:  art  professional,  art 
consultant,  architect,  landscape  architect. 

2.  Obtain  the  services  of  an  artist,  separately,  as  a  design  consultant. 

3.  Obtain  the  services  of  an  artist,  directly,  to  create  and  execute  the  artwork. 

4.  Set  up  a  bonafide  competition  to  produce  the  artwork. 

Recommendation 

The  type  and  location  of  the  artwork  is  described  in  the  Section  321  Evaluation  Report,  p. 
1.17.  The  type  and  location  comply  with  Section  149  and  the  guidelines.  The  Department  rates 
the  art  concept  as  Excellent.  The  artist  was  involved  in  the  development  of  the  concept. 

IV.  OTHER  DETERMINATIONS 

A.  SHADOWS  ON  STREETS 

Standard 

Section  146(c)  requires  that  new  buildings  in  the  C-3  districts  be  shaped,  if  it  can  be  done 
without  creating  an  unattractive  design  and  without  duly  restricting  the  development  potential  of 
the  site  in  question,  so  as  to  reduce  substantial  shadow  impacts  on  public  sidewalks  other  than 
those  listed  in  Subsection  (a). 

Recommendation 

The  Director  recommends  that  it  be  determined  that  the  requirements  of  Section  146(c) 
have  been  met  based  on  a  review  of  shadow  diagrams  which  indicate  that  the  project  would  cast 
minor  new  shadows  on  surrounding  sidewalks  on  Second,  Folsom  and  Howard  Streets  in  varying 
degrees  and  at  various  times  of  the  day  and  year  (see  FEIR  p.75,  SEIR  pp. 24-25,  81-84).  The 
project  would  shade  the  Second  Street  sidewalks  during  the  early  moming  hours  at  aU  times  of 
the  year  and  the  Folsom  Street  sidewalks  during  the  late  aftemoon  hours  at  all  times  of  the  year. 

These  shadows  are  not  deemed  to  be  significant.  If  these  shadows  were  deemed  to  be 
significant,  they  could  be  reduced  to  any  great  degree  only  by  reducing  the  building's  volume 
rather  than  by  rearranging  it.  Based  on  the  foregoing,  the  Director '  recommends  that  it  be 
determined  that  the  requirements  of  Section  146(c)  have  been  met. 

B.  SHADOWS  ON  PUBLIC  OR  PUBLICLY  ACCESSIBLE  OPEN  SPACES 
Standard 

Section  143  requires  that  new  buildings  in  C-3  Districts  be  shq^ed,  consistent  with  the 
dictates  of  good  design  and  without  unduly  restricting  the  development  potential  of  the  site  in 
question,  to  reduce  substantial  shadow  impacts  on  public  plazas  and  other  publicly  accessible 
spaces  other  than  those  protected  under  Section  295.  In  determining  the  impact  of  shadows,  the 
following  factors  shall  be  taken  into  account:  the  amount  of  area  shadowed,  the  duration  of  the 
shadow,  the  time  of  shading,  and  the  importance  of  sunlight  to  the  type  of  open  space  being 
shadowed. 
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Recommendation 


The  project  would  add  no  new  shadow  to  any  existing  public  or  publicly  accessible  open 
space  (see  FEIR  p.75,  SEIR  pp.24-25,  81-84). 

The  project  has  the  potential  to  cast  shadows  from  the  narrow  decorative  spire  on  the 
proposed  East  Garden  of  the  Yerba  Buena  Center  before  7:15  am  between  April  15th  and  April 
30th,  and  between  August  12th  and  August  27th  for  approximately  10  minutes.  The  minimal 
width  of  the  spire  and  the  distance  from  the  park  would  cause  the  shadow  cast  to  be  extremely 
difftise,  probably  imperceptible.  Any  building  over  65  feet  on  the  site  of  the  proposed  Museum 
of  Modem  Art  would  intercept  these  shadows.  The  Museum  is  proposed  to  be  at  least  80  feet 
high. 

This  shadow  is  not  considered  to  be  substantial.  The  proposed  Museum  of  Modem  Art 
would  intercept  the  shadow.  If  the  shadow  was  not  blocked  by  the  Museum,  the  duration  and 
time  of  the  shadow  minimize  its  importance.  Based  on  the  foregoing,  the  Director  recommends 
that  it  be  determined  that  the  requirements  of  Section  147  have  been  met. 


IV.  EXCEPTIONS 

The  Project  Sponsor  has  requested  exceptions  from  the  side  setback  requirements  of 
Section  132.1  and  the  ground  level  wind  requirements  of  Section  148. 

A.  GROUND-LEVEL  WIND  CURRENTS 

Standard 

Section  148  requires  that,  "...new  development  not  cause  ground-level  wind  speeds  to 
exceed,  more  than  10  percent  of  the  time,  between  7:00  a.m.  and  6:00  p.m.,  the  comfort  level  of 
11  m.p.h.  equivalent  wind  speed  in  areas  of  substantial  pedestrian  use  and  seven  m.p.h. 
equivalent  wind  speed  in  public  seating  areas." 

Exceptions  are  allowed  if: 

"...  it  can  be  shown  that  a  building  cannot  be  shzqjed  and  other  wind-baffling 
measures  cannot  be  adopted  to  meet  the  foregoing  requirements  without  creating  an 
unattractive  and  ungainly  building  form  and  without  unduly  restricting  the 
development  potential  of  the  site  in  question,  and  (2)  it  is  concluded  that,  because  of 
the  limited  amount  by  which  the  comfort  level  is  exceeded,  or  the  limited  time  during 
which  the  comfort  level  is  exceeded,  the  addition  is  insubstantial. 

Recommendation  ^ 

There  is  one  location  where  wind  conditions  currently  exceed  the  11  mph  pedestrian 
comfort  criterion:  the  southeast  comer  of  the  Folsom  and  Second  Street  intersection  diagonally 
opposite  the  project  site.  The  wind  speeds  will  be  reduced  to  11  mph  (within  the  comfort 
criterion)  if  the  project  is  built. 
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The  project  would  increase  the  winds  at  a  total  of  12  locations;  four  of  these  locations 
would  exceed  the  comfort  criterion.  The  project  would  decrease  to  wind  speeds  at  five 
locations.  The  wind  speeds  would  remain  the  same  at  ten  locations  if  the  project  is  built. 

The  project  would  increase  winds  by  4  mph  from  10  to  14  mph  on  the  south  side  of 
Clemintina  Street  at  the  Transbay  Terminal  ramp  (Location  8  of  the  EIP/Bruce  White  wind 
study).  The  project  would  increase  winds  by  1  mph  from  11  to  12  mph  at  the  northeast  comer  of 
Folsom  and  Second  Streets  (Location  13).  The  project  would  increase  winds  by  1  mph  from  11 
to  12  mph  on  the  south  side  of  Folsom  Street  opposite  the  eastem  boundary  of  the  project 
adjacent  Marathon  Plaza  (Location  18).  The  project  would  increase  winds  by  1  mph  from  11  to 
12  mph  on  the  south  side  of  Folsom  Street  opposite  the  middle  of  the  project  frontage  adjacent 
Marathon  Plaza  (Location  19). 

The  wind  impacts  of  the  Project  would  not  be  substantial.  The  increase  of  4  mph  is  not 
considered  to  be  substantial,  because  the  winds  exceed  the  comfort  level  only  10  percent  of  the 
time,  just  at  the  level  to  be  considered  an  exceedence  and  the  location  is  on  a  side  alley  without 
substantial  pedestrian  traffic.  Altematives  for  reducing  the  wind  impacts  were  explored.  This 
preferred  altemative  reduces  the  wind  impacts  as  compared  with  those  of  the  original  project 
(See  SEIR  pp.  25,  28,  85  and  A.l  -  A.9). 

It  is  concluded  that  the  project  meets  the  criteria  for  exceptions  to  the  Ground  Level  Wind 
Standards.  Based  on  the  foregoing  the  Director  recommends  that  this  exception  be  granted. 


B.  BULK 

Standard 

The  project  sponsor  requests  an  exception  to  the  bulk  requirements  of  Planning  Code 
Section  270  in  the  Upper  Tower.  The  bulk  requirements  of  Section  270  and  the  requested 
exemption  are  outlined  below: 

Upper  Tower  Requirement: 

Maximum  Length:  130' 
Maximum  Diagonal:  160' 

Upper  Tower  Exception: 

Maximum  Length:  153' 
Maximum  Diagonal:  170' 

The  project  would  extend  the  lower  tower  dimensions  for  a  height  of  2 '6"  into  the  upper 
tower  area. 

At  least  two  of  the  five  criteria  for  granting  exceptions  to  the  bulk  limits  set  forth  in  Section 
272(a)  of  Planning  Code  are  met: 

1.  Achievement  of  a  distinctly  better  design,  in  both  a  public  and  a  private  sense, 
than  would  be  possible  with  strict  adherence  to  the  bulk  limits,  avoiding  an 
unnecessary  prescription  of  building  form  while  carrying  out  the  intent  of  the 
bulk  limits  and  the  principles  and  policies  of  the  Master  Plan; 

3.      The  added  bulk  does  not  significantly  affect  light  and  air  to  adjacent  buildings. 
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Recommendation 


The  requested  exception  is  to  allow  a  minimal  intrusion  into  the  upper  tower  area.  This 
2'6"  extension  allows  a  floor,  which  starts  within  the  lower  tower,  to  continue  into  the  upper 
tower  area.  The  exception  creates  a  more  vertical  appearance  and  a  more  graceful  transition 
from  the  lower  tower  to  the  upper  tower,  compared  to  a  transition  occurring  at  a  lower  level. 
The  building  proportions  are  more  elegant,  and  the  apparent  bulk  is  visually  reduced,  compared 
to  a  building  designed  without  this  exception.'  The  exception  furthers  the  Master  Plan  policies  to 
create  a  tapered  building  form.  The  exception,  considered  minor,  would  not  affect  the  light  and 
air  to  surrounding  buildings  and  would  not  increase  tha  allowable  floor  area  over  that  permitted 
by  a  Code-complying  structure. 

V.  MODIFICATIONS  REQUESTED  BY  THE  DIRECTOR 

Pursuant  to  the  provisions  of  Sec.  309(b)  the  following  additional  requirements  are  recommended 
as  a  condition  of  any  Section  309  approval: 


Pesigo  Copcems 

•Continue  refinement  of  the  building  top  to  ensure  an  appropriate  integration  of  the  roof  penthouse 
with  the  building  mass. 

•Continue  refinement  of  the  spandrel  and  window  details  to  ensure  clarity  in  design  intent. 
•Continue  refinements  in  the  overall  design  details  to  ensure  a  contemporary  design  expression. 
•Particular  attention  should  be  paid  to  the  quality  of  detailing  and  materials  at  the  building  base, 
entrance  and  lobby  areas. 

•Include  space  for  antennae  in  the  building's  design  to  avoid  unattractive  appendages. 
Transportation  Concems 

•Accessory  parking  is  limited  to  18,200  sq.  ft..  The  space  could  accommodate  up  to  85  vehicles 
with  tandem  valet  operation.  Additional  parking  of  up  to  28,000  sq.  ft.  is  authorized  as  a 
conditional  use.  The  additional  space  could  accommodate  up  to  130  vehicles  with  tandem  valet 
operation. 

•A  minimum  of  161  parking  spaces  should  be  reserved  for  short-term  public  use,  including  all 
parking  approved  as  a  non-accessory  use  through  the  conditional  use  authorization.  The  130 
non-accessory  short-term  spaces  may  be  reduced  to  provide  for  the  needs  of  tenant-owned  fleet 
vehicles  (not  registered  to  private  individuals),  upon  demonstration  to  the  Department  that  the 
building  owners  have  secured  leases  with  tenants  requiring  such  on-site  parking  for  their  vehicle 
fleets. 

•A  minimum  of  13  parking  spaces  are  to  be  reserved  and  designated  for  riidesharing  spaces. 

•Any  additional  spaces  not  used  by  building  occupants  should  be  made  available  to  the  general 

public  at  the  short-term  parking  rate  stnictxu-e. 

Open  Space  Concems 

•Refine  and  simplify  the  courtyard  treatment,  including  the  seating  arrangement,  landscaping,  and 
paving  patterns. 

•Continue  to  refine  the  indoor  park  concept.  ^ 
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VI.  ZONING  ADMINISTRATOR'S  DETERMINATION 

The  project  complies  with  all  applicable  provisions  of  the  Planning  Code. 

Vn.      DIRECTOR'S  RECOMMENDATION 

For  the  reasons  stated  in  the  Section  321  Evaluation  Report,  the  Director  of  Planning  recommends 
approval  of  the  Project  under  Section  309  as  described  in  this  report,  and  in  accompanying  plans,  subject 
to  conditions  and  appropriate  modifications. 

ANLM131 
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PART  IV 
CONDITIONAL  USE  REPORT 


I 


299  Second  Street 


REQUEST  FOR  APPROVAL  OF  CONDITIONAL  USE  AUTHORIZATION  PURSUANT  TO  CITY 

PLANNING  CODE  SECTION  303 

PROPOSED  PROJECT:  See  Part  I,  subsection  III,  Section  321  Evaluation  Report 

COMPREHENSIVE  PLAN  CONSIDERATIONS:  See  discussion  in  Part  I,  subsection  VLB  of  Section 
321  Evaluation  Report 

CONDITIONAL  USE  REQUEST:  The  proposed  project  seeks  Conditional  Use  authorization  for  28,000 
GSF  of  parking  that  exceeds  the  amount  of  gross  floor  area  that  can  be  excluded  from  gross  floor  area  as 
defined  in  City  Planning  Code  Sections  102.8(b)(6)  and  102.(b)(16).  The  proposed  project  contains  a 
total  of  46,200  gross  square  feet  of  floor  area  for  parking,  estimated  to  accommodate  up  to  215  vehicles 
with  tandem  valet  operation,  of  which  18,200  gross  square  feet  (up  to  85  vehicles)  would  be  parking  as 
accessory  use  as  defined  in  City  Planning  Code  Section  205.5(c). 

The  project  sponsor  proposes  that  the  amoimt  of  parking  in  excess  of  that  allowed  as  accessory  use  be 
limited  exclusively  for  short  term  use.  All  such  nonaccessory  parking  made  available  to  the  general 
public  is  proposed  to  be  priced  at  a  rate  strucure  in  conformance  with  City  Planning  Code  Section  155(g). 

The  project  sponsor  believes  that  office  square  footage  in  the  building  may  be  leased  to  tenants  which 
have  need  for  parking  of  fleet  vehicles,  and  proposes  that  such  needs  be  met  by  the  short  term 
nonaccessory  parking. 

PLANNING  CODE  CONSIDERATIONS:  City  Planning  Code  Section  102.8(b)(6)  exempts  floor  area 
used  for  accessory  off-street  parking,  driveways,  aisles  and  maneuvering  areas  incidental  thereto  from 
gross  floor  area  calculation.  City  Planning  Code  Section  204.5(c)  limits  accessory  parking  in  C-3 
Districts  to  up  to  seven  percent  of  the  total  gross  square  footage  of  the  project. 

City  Planning  Code  Section  204.5(c)  requires  that  the  amount  of  Gross  Floor  Area  for  parking  which 
exceeds  the  allowable  accessory  parking  be  classified  as  either  a  Principal  or  Conditional  Use.  Code 
Section  223(m)  allows  parking  in  an  enclosed  structure  in  C-3-0  Districts  with  Conditional  Use 
authorization. 

City  Planning  Code  Section  303(c)(2)(B)  requires  that  Conditional  Use  authorization  for  additional 
parking  can  be  be  approved  if  it  will  not  be  detrimental  to  the  accessibility  and  traffic  patterns  for 
persons  and  vehicles,  the  type  and  volume  of  such  traffic,  and  the  adequacy  of  proposed  off-street 
parking. 

RECOMMENDATION:  Approval  with  conditions,  restricting  all  28,000  GSF  of  nonaccessory  parking 
to  be  priced  at  a  rate  structure  in  conformance  with  Code  Section  155(g),  and  prohibiting  any  leasing  of 
parking  within  the  28,000  GSF  of  nonaccessory  parking  except  as  provided  to  tenants  of  the  project  with 
legitimate  and  demonstrated  need  for  fleet  vehicle  parking.  For  the  purpose  of  this  approval,  "fleet 
vehicle"  shall  be  defined  as  a  vehicle  included  in  a  company  pool,  limited  to  automobiles,  light-duty 
trucks  or  vans  owned  by  and  registered  to  a  company  for  the  shared  use  by  its  employees  for 
work-related  travel  exclusively  during  normal  working  hours.  The  term  "fleet  vehicle"  shall  specifically 
exclude  vehicles  which  are  owned  by  and/or  registered  to  individuals,  and  all  vehicles  which  are  owned 
by  a  company  and  provided  for  the  exclusive  use  by  one  employee.  Use  of  nonaccessory  parking  in  the 
project  for  fleet  vehicles  shall  be  limited  to  tenants  of  the  project,  and  further  limited  to  the  extent  that 
such  fleet  vehicles  are  required  for  the  functions  and  employees  within  the  project  exclusively. 
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The  building  descriptions  are  presented  in  chart  form  below  for  convenience:  ' 

BUILDING  SUMMARY 


PHYSICAL  CHARACTERISnCS 

Height 
Stories 
FAR 

GROSS  SQUARE  FEET 

Office 

Applicable  to  Czp 

Retail 

Open  Space 
Required 
Provided 


Mechanical 

Parking 
Sq.  Ft. 

Total 

EXCEPnONS  REQUESTED 


545 

SANSOME 


120' 

10 

6:1 


135.775 
9,160 


2.991 

1-0tM3.1222 
added  to  existing  park 

7.500 


10,150 

4.635 
-1^,-380  14.78g 


Wind 


299 

SECOND 


239* 

16  plus  mechanical 
9.33:1 


260,000 
18,105 


6.0R2  6^-22 
6.095 


7,730 


18,200  (Accessory) 
2&iQQQ  (Principal) 
46,200 


Bulk 
Wind 


CONDITIONAL  USE  REQUESTED 

Princ^al  Parking  Principal  Parking 


Revised  May  10, 1990 
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SUMMARY  OF  RATINGS 


545 
SANSOME 


299 
SECOND 


B.  FURTHERANCE  OF  MASTER  PLAN 

OBJECTIVES  AND  POUOES  Fair/Good 


Excellent 


C.  DESIGN  QUAUmr 


1.  Boildiiig 

2.  Open^aoe 

3.  Art  Conoqyt 


D.  LOCATION 

1.  SUrrABILITY  OF  PROJECT 

FOR  rrS  LOCATION 

a.  Use 

b.  Transit  Accessibility 

c.  Open  Space  Accessibility 

d.  Uiban  Design 

e.  Seismic  Safely 

2.  NEGATIVE  EFFECTS  OF  PROJECT 

SPECfflC  TO  ITS  LOCATION 

a.  View  Obstraction 

b.  Creation  of  Shadow 

c.  Creation  of  Wind 

d.  Housing  Displaoonent 

e.  Small  Business 

Displacement 
f  .  Loss  of  Architectma]/ 
Historical  Resooroes 

g.  Ccmflicts  with  Transit, 

Traffic  or  Pedestnan 
Movements 

h.  Impediment  to  Freiglit 

Loading 


Fair/Good 
Excellent 
Concept  too 

Prelimmaiy 
to  Rate 


Excellent 
Excellent 
Excellent 


Excellent 

Good 
Excellent 
Fair/Good 

Poor 


None 
Minor 
Moderate 
None 
Minor 

Minor 

None 

Minor 


Excellent 

Good 

Fair 
Excellent 

Good  Faif- 


Minor 

Minor 

Minor 

None 

Minor 


Minor 
None 


None 
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545 
SANSOME 


299 
SECOND 


E.  ANTTCIPATED  TTSRS  TN IJGHT  OF: 

1.  EMPLOYMENT  OPPORTUNITIES 

a.  Intensity  of  En^loyment  Good  Good 

b.  Oatmigratioo  of  Specific  Good  Good 

Existing  Jobs 

c.  Role  as  a  Business  Good  Good 

Center. 

d.  En^loyment  Base  Good/Fair-Poor  Good 

Expansion 

e.  En^loymentBase  Not  Rated  Not  Rated 

Diversity  Faip-P-eo^F  FaiF-P-eoF 

f.  SF  Resident  Eaq;>lqynient  Fair-Poor  Good 

FaiF-P-eoF 

2.  NEEDS  OF  EXISTING 

BUSINESSES 

a.  Substantial  Prc-Leasing  No  No 

b.  Existing  Business  Yes  Yes 

Interest 

3.  AVAILABLE  SUPPLY  OF 

SPACE  SUITABLE  FOR 
ANTICIPATED  USES 

a.  Little  Existing  Space 

Suitable  for  Uses 
Because: 

Space  in  GenerBl  No  No 

in  Short  Siqiply 

b.  Little  Existing  Space 

Suitable  for  Uses 
Because: 

Specialized  Type  of  No  No 

Space  Needed 

c.  Little  Existing  Space 

Suitable  for  Uses 
Because: 

Space  Needed  in  Yes  No 

Specific  Locale 
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Below  is  a  brief  summaiy  of  each  projects*  contribution  to  and  its  effects  on  the  objectives  and 
policies  of  the  Master  Plan,  concluding  with  the  staffs  overall  rating  of  the  project.  The  detailed  ratings 
on  each  objective  and  policy  is  contained  in  Appendix  A. 

545  Sansome 

545  Sansome  furthers  some  objectives  and  policies  of  the  Master  Plan  but  has  some  conflicts. 
The  project  provides  prime  downtown  office  space,  and  in  doing  so,  fiuthers  numerous  Downtown  Plan 
objectives  and  policies  relating  to  space  for  commerce. 

ebjec4ive-aDd-ftweeiated-potioiesT-ef-tho  Dov'i'ntewe-PlQn<  Howov^Hlhe  project  does  not  promote  j 
policies  calling  for  compatibility  with  older  structures  and  does  not  use  TDRs.  j 

In  terms  of  transportation,  it  furthers  the  policy  of  providing  additional  short-term  paildng  in  the 
parking  belt  serving  downtown7%trtK?eBfliote-wkh4he-peb€y4e-di6<5eurage-the-p^  term  | 

pari{di>g.  The  project  furthers  the  policy  to  consolidate  and  improve  freight  loading  facilities,  by  j 
reorganizing,  consolidating  and  expanding  loading  facilities  for  the  three  projects  on  the  block. 
Pedesuian  circulation  is  benefited  by  improving  Redwood  Park  and  the  block's  sidewalks. 

The  open  space  proposed  furthers  the  policies  for  providing  different  kinds  of  open  space, 
regarding  visibili^,  policies  regarding  comfort  and  accessibility.  The  open  space  concept  is  particularly 
attractive,  since  over  10,300  square  feet  of  open  space  is  being  added,  while  only  2,900  square  feet  is 
required.  The  project  also  proposes  to  dramatically  redesign  the  entire  park.  The  new  open  space,  in 
combination  with  the  existing  Redwood  Park,  is  particularly  attractive,  since  it  is  at  ground  level, 
predominantly  on  private  property,  adds  open  space  in  sunny  areas  and  is  open  to  the  sky. 

545  Sansome  is  marginally  supportive  of  some  objectives  and  policies  relating  to  design  quality 
and  urban  design,  although  it  furthers  other  objectives  and  policies.  (See  p.  1.13,  Design  Quality  of  the 
Building  for  a  evaluation  of  the  design.) 

The  project  has  a  neutral  effect  on  the  Downtown  Plan's  housing  objectives  and  policies,  since  it 
neither  adds  or  causes  demolition  of  housing  units. 

Rating:  Fair/Good 

299  Sggond 

299  Second  furthers  many  objectives  and  policies  of  the  Master  Plan  but  has  some  conflicts,  none 
of  which  are  judged  as  significant.  The  project  provides  back  office  space,  and  in  doing  so,  furthers 
numerous  Downtown  Plan  objectives  and  policies  relating  to  providing  space  for  support  commercial 
activities  and  providing  for  expansion  needs  of  prime  office  tenants.  The  project  furthers  the  objective 
of  encouraging  new  office  space  in  the  less  intensely  developed  areas,  such  as  the  special  designated 
development  district  around  the  Transbay  Terminal. 

By  using  transfer  of  development  rights  (TDRs),  the  project  complements  a  preservation 
objective  and  associated  policies,  of  the  Downtown  Plan.  The  project  furthers  policies  calling  for 
compatibility  with  older  structures. 
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In  tenns  of  transportation,  the  project  furthers  the  policy  discouraging  additional  lon|-tenn 
parking,  but  conflicts  with  the  policy  to  convert  existing  long-term  parking  to  short-term.  It  furthers  the 
policy  to  provide  additional  short-term  parking  to  serve  the  downtown.  The  project  furthers  the  policy 
to  provide  access  to  parking  and  freight  loading  facilities  fix>m  alleys  rather  than  from  transit  preferential 
and  pedestrian-oriented  streets. 

The  open  space  proposed  furthers  the  policies  for  providing  different  kinds  of  open  space, 
regarding  visibility,  policies  regarding  comfort  and  accessibility.  The  open  space  is  particularly 
attractive,  since  it  is  at  the  ground  level,  predominantly  on  private  property,  sunny  and  open  to  the  sky. 
These  features  collectively  are  difficult  to  achieve  downtown. 

299  Second  furthers  many  objectives  and  policies  relating  to  design  quality  and  urban  design. 
(See  p.  1.14,  Design  Quality  of  Uie  Building  for  a  evaluation  of  Uie  design.) 

The  project  has  a  neutral  effect  on  the  Downtown  Plan's  housing  objectives  and  policies,  since  it 
neither  adds  or  causes  demolition  of  housing  units. 

Rating:  ExceUent 
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D.    THE  SUITABILITY  OF  THE  PROPOSED  OFFICE 

DEVELOPMENT  FOR  ITS  LOCATION,  AND  ANY  EFFECTS  OF 
THE  PROPOSED  OFFICE  DEVELOPMENT  SPECIFIC  TO 
THAT  LOCATION. 

The  Planning  Commission  is  required  to  consider  the  suitability  of  the  projects  in  relation 
to  their  location.  This  section  of  the  report  contains  the  Department's  analysis  of  this  criterion. 
The  analysis  consists  of  two  parts:  1)  the  suitability  of  the  development  for  its  location  and  2) 
the  effects  of  the  development  specific  to  its  locatioiL 


1.  Suitability  of  the  Development  for  its  Location 

For  analytical  purposes  this  portion  of  the  criterion  has  been  broken  down  into  a  number  of 
components  described  below.  Ratings  have  been  assigned  as  indicated  and  as  further 
explained  in  the  text. 


D.  LOCATION 

1.  SUrrABnJTY  OF  PROJECT 
FOR  ITS  LOCATION 

545  299 
SANSOME  SECOND 


(a)  USE  Excellent  Excellent 

Appropriateness  of  the 
area  for  type  of 
office  development 

(b)  TRANSIT  ACCESSIBILITY  Good  Good 

How  close  is  the  project 
to  local  and  regional 
transit 

(c)  OPEN  SPACE  ACCESSIBILITY     ExceUent  Fair 

Will  there  be  nearby 
open  space  to  serve  the 
building  occupants 

(d)  URBAN  DESIGN  Fair/Good  ExceUent 

How  well  does  the  devel- 
opment fit  into  its 
surroundings 

(e)  SEISMIC  SAFETY  Poor  Good  Fa^  | 

How  safe  is  the  area  in 
the  event  of  an  earth- 
quake 
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EXCELLENT:  There  is  no  potential  ground  failure  and  intensity  of  future  ground 
shaking  will  be  weak  and/or  almost  all  buildings  in  the  general  area 
meet  contemporary  earthquake  standards. 

GOOD:  Intensity  of  ground  shaking  will  be  strong  but  no  potential  exists  for 

ground  failure  and/or  many  buildings  in  the  general  area  meet 
conten^orary  earthquake  standards. 

FAIR:  The  intensity  of  ground  shaking  will  be  strong  and  a  potential  for 

ground  failure  and/or  many  buildings  in  the  general  area  do  not 
meet  contemporary  earthquake  standards. 

POOR:  The  intensity  of  ground  shaking  will  be  very  strong  and  there  is 

potential  for  ground  failure  or  the  intensity  of  ground  shaking  will 
be  violent  or  very  violent  and/or  few  buildings  in  the  general  area 
meet  conten^rary  earthquake  standards. 

According  to  information  contained  in  the  Community  Safety  Element  of  the  Master  Plan 
the  location  of  the  project  has  the  following  seismic  characteristics: 


545  Sansome: 
299  Second: 


Intensity  of  Future  Ground  .Shaking 
Veiy  Strong 
Strong 


545  Sansome; 

299  Second: 


Ground  Stability 
Located  in  potential  ground  failure  hazard  area 

No  potential  exists  for  pound  failure 
LeGated4n-potoHtia}-gfeuRd-€«iiufe-hazafd-a!«a 


Based  on  the  foregoing  scale  the  projects  are  rated  as  follows: 
545  Sansome 

Rating:  Poor 
299  Second 

Rating:  222SiFatf  I 

It  should  be  noted  that  this  rating  is  based  upon  the  location  of  the  project  and  not  upon 
the  characteristics  of  the  project.  During  the  October  17th  earthquake,  no  structure  built  to 
current  Building  Code  standards  in  the  downtown  sustained  any  significant  damage. 


2.  Effects  of  the  Development  Specific  to  its  Location 
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(f)  San  Francisco  Resit^ftnt  Rmployment 
The  projects  were  rated  according  to  the  following  scale: 


EXCELLENT; 


GOOD: 


FAIR-POOR: 


The  specific  anticq)ated  uses  within  the  project  will  make  an 
outstanding  contribution  to  employing  San  Francisco  residents. 

The  specific  anticipated  uses  within  the  project  will  make  some 
contribution  to  employing  San  Francisco  residents. 

The  specific  anticipated  uses  within  the  project  will  make  little  or 
no  particular  contribution  to  en^loying  San  Francisco  residents. 


545 

Sansome 


299 
Second 


Rating: 


Fair-Poor 


299  Second  Street  does  not  indicate  any  specific  anticipated  users  at  this  time.  The  | 
project's  participation  in  the  Central  Employment  Brokerage  Agency  (CEBA)  will  tend  to  | 
increase  the  employment  opportunities  for  San  Francisco  residents.  The  545  Sansome  Street  I 
submittal  indicated  that  Transamerica  would  offer  the  space  to  its  affiliates.  The  submittal 
indicated  that  these  subsidiaries  generally  have  a  higher  percentage  of  minority,  women  and  San 
Francisco  resident  employees  than  is  the  average,  but  no  figures  were  provided  to  substantiate 
this  statement. 


2.  NEEDS  OF  EXISTING  BUSINESS 

Neither  project  has  any  pre-lease  commitments.  Transamerica  will  offer  space  to  its 
subsidiaries,  but  no  commitments  have  been  received  by  the  Department.  The  299  Second 
project  sponsor  claims  that  two  large  employers  have  expressed  interest  in  the  project. 


545  299 
Sansome  Second 


2.  NEEDS  OF  EXISTING 
BUSESJESSES 


a.  Substantial  Pre-Leasing  NO  NO 

b.  Existing  Business  YES  YES 

Interest 

ANLM135 
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